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“Where	Species	Don’t	Meet:	Invisibilised	animals,	urban	nature	and	city	limits.”			
	
Abstract	
A	growing	body	of	literature	is	concerned	with	‘healing’	our	cities,	fostering	an	ethic	of	care	for	
urban	nature,	and	creating	more	socially	and	environmentally	just	cities.	At	the	same	time,	urban	
biodiversity	is	the	focus	of	an	increasing	number	of	projects	at	multiple	scales.	However,	in	contrast	
to	the	ethos	of	multispecies	‘entanglement’	and	‘becoming	with’	that	typically	animates	this	
research,	large	numbers	of	animals	‘entangled’	in	the	machinations	of	our	cities	constitute	a	‘nature’	
that	remains	mostly	unseen.	And	yet,	it	is	the	local	and	global	practices	these	animals	are	part	of	–	
associated	with	food,	entertainment,	education,	companionship,	and	research	-	and	the	persistent	
relations	of	use	and	exploitation	that	underpin	them,	that	are	most	directly	implicated	in	the	
ongoing	environmental	degradation,	destruction	of	habitats,	and	extinction	of	species	that	create	
the	‘problem’	of	urban	biodiversity.	We	therefore	argue	that	a	persistent	anthropocentrism	is	
hampering	efforts	to	respond	effectively	to	the	findings	and	recommendations	of	the	IPCC,	IPBES,	
FAO	and	others.	Based	on	a	thorough	literature	search	and	review	of	65	articles	concerned	with	
urban	‘nature’	and	multispecies	relations,	we	demonstrate	a	prevailing	hierarchy	in	how,	and	more	
importantly	which,	nonhuman	species	are	being	represented.	Parallels	are	noted	from	recent	social	
movements	and	the	work	of	scholars	from	complementary	fields.	We	highlight	the	dangers	posed	by	
this	selective	remit	of	care	and	concern,	and	suggest	critical	animal	studies	as	a	way	to	adjust	the	
frame	and	extend	the	boundaries	of	dominant	thinking	about	what	constitutes	‘nature’.	In	
conclusion,	we	call	for	researchers	concerned	with	urban	nature	and	biodiversity	to	adopt	more	
critical	and	repoliticized	understandings	of	‘nature’	and	multispecies	relations	–	ones	that	are	better	
poised	to	challenge	practices	involving	commodified	animals	and	slow	the	pace	of	environmental	
destructions	and	losses	they	are	associated	with.	
	
	
An	encounter	
I’m	driving	south	down	a	major	freeway	towards	Melbourne	with	the	radio	on.	The	engine	thrums	
and	I	enter	a	semi-trance	as	the	second	shift	of	daily	commuter	traffic	dissipates.	Lights	twinkle	to	
life.	Dusk	gives	way	to	darkness.	About	100m	ahead,	in	the	lane	to	my	left,	I	see	one	of	those	high,	
imposing	trucks—the	ones	that	look	too	tall	and	thin	for	the	crosswinds.	As	I	draw	closer,	I	see	the	
perforated	metal	sides	that	signal	a	‘livestock’	truck.	I	pull	alongside.	Soft	wet	muzzles	poke	out	
between	the	grills,	twitching	and	sniffing	the	air.	Their	eyes	are	wide.	They	strain	to	peer	down	at	
the	strange	shiny	object	passing	below	them.	A	faint	musky,	earthy	smell	finds	ways	through	the	
car’s	metal	barrier.	A	moment	of	bodily	connection.	I	pull	ahead	and	watch	the	truck	and	its	50-odd	
passengers1	-	typically	young	male	bovines	or	‘spent’	females	from	the	dairy	industry2	-	in	my	rear-
view	mirror	as	they	gradually	fade	and	disappear	in	the	encroaching	night.		It’s	likely	their	first	and	
last	time	on	a	truck.		
	
[Insert	Figure	1.]	
	
Their	destination	is	probably	the	western	suburbs	of	Melbourne,	specifically	Laverton,	Brooklyn,	and	
Albion,	between	13	and	16	kilometers	from	Melbourne’s	CBD	and	the	site	of	five	slaughterhouses	
that	between	them	‘process’	upwards	of	32,000	pigs,	cows,	sheep,	chickens	and	other	‘small	stock’	
or	‘units’	per	day.	Unbeknownst	to	most	people,	even	many	who	live	nearby,	this	area	of	
Melbourne,	so	close	to	the	CBD,	is	a	hotspot	of	daily	killing.	But	it	is	not	the	only	one	within	the	
Greater	Melbourne	region.	Another	encompasses	the	south-eastern	suburbs	of	Dandenong,	
																																								 																				
1	Average	18-38	cows	per	single	deck,	so	36-70	per	truck.	
2	Males	are	typically	18	months	old,	and	‘spent’	females	4-5	years	old	when	they	are	sent	for	slaughter.	The	
‘natural’	lifespan	of	cows	is	around	20	years.	
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Cranbourne,	Pakenham,	and	Keysborough,	which	are	home	to	at	least	seven	more	such	operations.3	
Here,	based	on	similar	facilities,	at	least	another	40,000	cows,	sheep,	chickens	and	other	‘meat’	
birds	or	poultry	are	killed	daily,	all	within	35	to	50	kilometers	of	the	CBD.	Adding	a	few	more	facilities	
located	in	other	areas	of	Greater	Melbourne,	this	amounts	to	around	100,000	animals	per	day,	at	a	
conservative	estimate,	who	routinely	become	part	of	the	daily	fabric	of	the	city	–	briefly	as	living	
beings,	and	then	as	body	parts.	Our	cities	are	teaming	with	animal	life	of	this	nature.			
	
	
Introduction	
A	growing	body	of	literature,	encompassing	human	geography,	ecology,	conservation	science,	urban	
planning,	environmental	science,	and	others,	is	concerned	with	‘healing’	our	cities,	fostering	an	ethic	
of	care	for	urban	nature,	and	creating	more	socially	and	environmentally	just	cities,	all	set	within	a	
broader	context	of	climate	change	adaptation	and	mitigation	(Barrett	et	al.,	2016;	Beatley,	2011;	
Dannenberg	et	al.,	2012;	Loder,	2014;	Newman	and	Jennings,	2012).	At	the	same	time,	urban	
biodiversity	is	the	focus	of	an	increasing	number	of	on-the-ground	projects	at	multiple	scales,	from	
citizen-science	to	international	partnerships	(Nilon	et	al.,	2017;	Buijs	et	al.,	2016;	CBD,	2012;	Krasny	
and	Tidball,	2012).	Reflecting	a	broader	ideological	shift	towards	less	human-centric	modes	of	
thinking,	concurrent	with	the	emergence	of	the	‘Anthropocene’,	this	heightened	focus	on	urban	
nature	is	often	accompanied	by	references	to	concepts	popularized	by	Haraway	(2007;	Haraway,	
2016),	such	as	multi-species	‘entanglements’	and	notions	of	‘becoming	with’	or	co-habiting	(for	
example,	Ginn,	2014;	Hinchliffe	et	al.,	2005;	Houston	et	al.,	2018;	van	Dooren	and	Rose,	2012).	And	
yet,	large	numbers	of	animals	‘entangled’	in	the	machinations	of	our	cities,	including	those	one	of	us	
shared	a	moment	with	that	evening	on	the	freeway,	constitute	a	‘nature’	that	is	mostly	unseen	by	
this	broad	field	of	scholarship.4		
	
In	this	paper,	we	extend	the	boundaries	of	dominant	thinking	about	urban	nature	and	animals	to	
include	those	whose	lives	and	bodies	are	expended	in	the	service	of	human	‘needs’	–	needs	
associated	with,	and	constituted	by,	our	species’	demand	for	animal	protein	and	products,	
entertainment,	education,	‘pets’,	and	research	involving	animals.	Our	intention	is	to	challenge	
widespread	notions	(and	claims)	regarding	care	for	‘nature’	in	urban	contexts,	while	at	the	same	
time	foregrounding	and	unsettling	normalised	sensibilities	associated	with	these	notions.	Research	
originating	in	human	geography,	urban	planning	and	design,	architecture,	environmental	studies,	
and	ecology,	specifically	from	Seymour	and	Wolch	(2009),	Owens	and	Wolch	(2017),	Beatley	and	
Bekoff	(2013),	and	Byrne	(2010),	has	noted	the	peripheral	status	of	certain	animals,	primarily	‘farm’	
and	zoo	animals,	within	concerns	for	urban	and	peri-urban	nature.	However,	as	yet,	none	have	
foregrounded	how	increasingly	at	odds	this	status	is	becoming	with	claims	of	a	growing	recognition	
and	respect	for	‘nature’	in	urban-related	studies.			
	
As	we	outline	here,	calls	to	respect	and	cultivate	greater	biodiversity	in	our	cities	in	response	to	
global	losses	and	climate	change	are	hampered	by	anthropocentric	views	of	the	city	and	of	‘nature’.	
A	now	widespread	public	manifestation	of	this	can	be	seen	in	the	rise	of	global	Extinction	Rebellion	
groups	and	their	civil	disobedience	actions	taking	place	across	cities	around	the	world,	and	which	
draw	focus	on	ecological	crises	impacting	“this	planet	and	its	wildlife”	(Farrell	et	al.,	2019:	1).	Such	
calls	exclude	the	slaughterhouse	(for	one),	placing	it	and	all	those	who	are	‘processed’	in	it,	at	
modernity’s	tolerance	limits	(Vialles,	1994).	In	addition,	they	ignore	the	deadly	entanglements	
																																								 																				
3	See	Aussie	Farms	Repository:	https://map.aussiefarms.org.au	
4	Techniques	of	visual	concealment	certainly	contribute	to	this	invisibility,	particularly	in	the	case	of	‘food’	
animals	and	their	slaughter	(see	Philo	1995	and	Philo	and	MacLachlan	2019)	and	also	laboratory	animals.	
However,	as	these	and	other	authors	note,	greater	visibility	does	not	necessarily	equate	to	animals	being	more	
‘seen’	discursively	and	conceptually	(Pachirat	2011;	Arcari	2019).	Conversely,	the	‘nature’	that	is	bestowed	
ethical	consideration	can	be	mostly	invisible	and	abstract.		
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intensive	factory	farming	and	other	normalized	practices	involving	animals	produce	for	all	animals,	
whether	‘wild’,	‘farm’,	captive	bred,	or	many	other	designations.	Such	a	position	risks	emptying	out	
the	cultural	and	political	significance	of	animals’	urban	existence	as	stretching	from	the	‘biodiverse’	
creatures	we	‘care’	for,	the	more	visible	animals	designated	as	pets	and	entertainment,	and	the	
‘biohomogenised’,	biomedicalised,	and	industrialised	animals	sequestered	from	sight	both	
industrially	and	epistemologically	(O’Sullivan,	2011;	Pachirat,	2011;	Vialles,	1994).		
	
This	emptying	out	can	be	seen	via	interactions	between	animal	liberation	groups	and	broader	
environmental	communities.	In	October	2019	the	London-based	animal	justice	group,	Animals	
Rebellion,	called	on	Extinction	Rebellion	to	support	planned	actions	to	engage	Smithfield	Market	as	
a	site	of	animal	and	climate	injustice.	Their	planned	nonviolent	action	sparked	significant	debate	
within	the	broader	Rebel	Alliance,	and	beyond.	In	a	public	response,	Animals	Rebellion	noted,	“you	
cannot	fix	the	climate	emergency	without	ending	the	animal	emergency”	(Animal	Rebellion,	2019).	
Animal	Rebellion	formed	in	response	to	the	exclusion	of	commodified	animals	from	the	purview	of	
the	Extinction	Rebellion	agenda,	which	had	‘significant	shortcomings	with	regard	to	the	
consideration	it	affords	to	nonhuman	sentient	beings’	(Murphy,	2020).5	Similar	tensions	are	playing	
out	in	Melbourne	as	The	Animal	Justice	Party	is	being	accused	of	seeking	to	“hijack"	the	climate	
movement	for	“their	own	cause”	(Andrewartha	and	Bolton,	2020)	by	voting	to	include	the	demand	
to	transition	away	from	animal	agriculture	at	an	upcoming	Day	of	Action	for	the	Climate	Justice	
Alliance	Melbourne.	For	the	Alliance,	consideration	of	farm	animals	threatens	to	alienate	unions	and	
working	people.		
	
And	so	a	persistent	problem	undermines	the	project	of	city	‘healing’:	it	is	the	normalized	culture	of	
eating	food	of	animal	origin	that	is	contributing	most	to	the	accelerating	loss	of	nature	and	
biodiversity	in	the	first	place,	and	also	significantly	to	climate	change.	Efforts	to	safeguard,	restore,	
and	foster	urban	nature	and	biodiversity,	as	the	latter	are	popularly	understood,	are	therefore	only	
tackling	one	end	of	the	problem.	The	scale	and	rate	of	these	efforts	are,	furthermore,	dwarfed	by	
losses	associated	(directly	and	indirectly)	with	everyday	practices,	primarily	(but	not	only)	of	meat	
and	dairy	production	and	consumption,	whose	normalisation	makes	the	continuing	domination	of	
animals	and	nature	both	acceptable	and	necessary.	Without	a	wholesale	shift	in	thinking	and	
practices	about	human	relations	with	all	animals,	these	losses	will	continue	unabated	and	
unchallenged.	This	situation	is	recognized	by	Swyngedouw	and	Kaika	(2016)	who	note	in	their	
critique	of	urban	theory	and	practice:	
	
Despite	[the]	extraordinary	leap	forward	in	critical	understanding	of	the	urban	
environmental	condition...precious	little	is	achieved	to	prevent	greenhouse	gasses	from	
accumulating	in	the	atmosphere,	the	expanding	use	of	natural	resources,	biodiversity	loss,	
or	the	rapidly	increasing	privatization	and	commodification	of	the	commons	of	the	
environment	(54).		
	
It’s	timely	to	consider	how	the	rush	to	celebrate	human	entanglements	with	‘nature’	and	especially	
nonhuman	animals	has	reinscribed	anthropocentric	visions	and	blindspots	of	just	who	it	is	‘we’	are	
entangled	with,	and	whether	the	good	feelings	of	biophilic	cities	are	mutually	held.	As	Dinesh	
Wadiwel	argues,	for	many	animals,	the	‘contact	zones’	of	Haraway’s	(2007)	entanglements	can	more	
accurately	be	described	as	‘conflict	zones’	(2018:	540).	A	collapse	of	the	culture-nature	dualism	
should	not,	therefore,	“preclude	acknowledgment	of…the	violence	that	can	attend	to	its	attrition”	
(Collard	2014:	151)	–	a	consideration	that	is	mostly	lacking	in	urban	research	framed	in	terms	of	
																																								 																				
5	Extinction	Rebellion	has	faced	criticism	for	other	perceived	shortcomings	associated	with	being	a	
predominantly	white,	middle-class	movement	(Gayle,	2019).	However,	it	is	being	encouraged	to	evolve	and	
appears	to	be	taking	steps	to	demonstrate	a	more	intersectional	understanding	of	climate	injustice	(Parekh	
and	Rehman,	2019).		
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‘naturecultures’	where	variously	‘wild’	natures	are	prioritized	over	instrumentalised	animals.	Our	
urban	nature	is	thus	not	only,	or	primarily,	‘wild’	and	‘native’.	It	includes	animals	that	are	part	of	a	
range	of	less	care-full	relations	and	they	increasingly	demand	our	attention.		
	
We	are	not	the	first	to	draw	attention	to	this	wild	contradiction	in	urban	and	environmental	
geographies.6	Almost	20	years	ago,	environmental	humanities	scholar	Owain	Jones	(2000)	warned	of	
the	emergence	of	what	he	described	as	‘unethical	geographies’	of	encounter	across	a	(then)	growing	
body	of	social	science	and	humanities	literature	concerned	with	human—non-human	relations.	His	
responding	call	for	an	‘ethics	of	encounter’	encompasses	animals	used	for	food,	companionship,	
research,	and	entertainment;	practices	such	as	hunting,	fishing,	farming	and	captive	breeding;	and	
the	corresponding	spaces	“which	are	customarily	closed	off	from	the	conventional	ethical	gaze”	
(268).	Three	years	later,	environmental	ethicist	Clare	Palmer	noted	that	within	the	(then)	nascent	
field	of	urban	environmental	ethics,	“[animals]	become	swallowed	up	into	‘environment’	or	the	
‘nonhuman	world’”	(2003b:	65).	In	another	paper	from	the	same	year,	she	observes:	“much	writing	
on	urban	sustainability	emphasizes	the	importance	of	wildlife	in	the	city;	though	this	tends	to	focus	
on	biodiversity	rather	than	relations	with	individual	animals,	and	usually	rests	on	the	basis	that	
urban	wildlife	provides	social,	educational	and	quality	of	life	benefits	to	humans,	and	that	urban	
humans	need	some	kind	of	‘contact	with	nature’”	(2003a:	55).	Palmer	ends	the	latter	paper	with	a	
plea	for	more	critical	attention	to	these	relations,	noting	that	“during	a	time	in	which	past	
colonization	of	humans	is	widely	ethically	condemned…are	there	ways	in	which	such	ethical	
consideration,	or	some	aspects	of	it,	might	apply	to	human	colonization	of	non-human	habitat?”	
(55).		
	
Even	before	these	studies,	in	1998,	geographer	Jody	Emel	and	urban	scholar	Jennifer	Wolch	raised	
similar	concerns.	In	an	expansive	and	hard-hitting	account	of	‘nature-culture	borderlands’,	they	
document	the	growth	in	all	animal-based	industries,	including	the	wildlife	trade	and	biomedical	
research,	and	their	consequences	in	terms	of	pervasive	environmental	problems,	“profound”	moral	
choices,	habitat	loss,	and	species	extinction	(509).	Noting	the	moral	exemptions	surrounding	
commodified	lives,	they	describe	how	these	animals	are	“obscured	by	disembodied	and	endless	
processing,	and	normalized	by	institutional	routines	and	procedures”	which	render	them	spatially	
and	morally	invisible	(527).	It	is	to	this	“modern	instrumental	rationality”	(1998:	527)	that	Emel	and	
Wolch	attribute	this	invisibility,	and	Jones	similarly	argues	that	it	is	simply	“useful”	(2000:	277)	and	
leads	inevitably	to	a	“silent	collusion”	in	“anthropocentric	constructions	of	ethics”	(271).	Palmer	
explains	the	moral	invisibility	in	terms	of	a	failure	of	responsibility	(2003b)	operating	within	
normalized	relations	of	power	(2003a),	and	Kopnina	(2017)	identifies	a	“symbol-induced	passivity”	
(341)	founded	on	the	persistence	of	the	nature-culture	dualism	whereby	human	interests	and	
wellbeing	are	always	ranked	first.	In	other	words,	for	all	these	scholars,	anthropocentrism	pervades	
human-animal	relations	at	the	deepest	levels,	and	informs	hierarchies	of	the	differently	seen	and	
cared-for.	Moreover,	when	“anthropocentrism	shakes	hands	with	capitalism”	(Wadiwel	2017),	the	
associated	commodifications	of	non-human	lives,	body	parts,	and	representations	take	this	
anthropocentrism	to	new,	supercharged	heights.			
	
In	the	context	of	this	previous	work,	where	the	aim	of	Emel	and	Wolch’s	chapter	is	to	explain	the	
rise	of	“the	animal	moment”	in	social	theory,	and	where	Jones	and	Palmer	are	calling	for	more	
critical	perspectives	on	human	relations	with	commodified	and	colonized	animals,	here	we	
foreground	the	urban	as	the	locus	of	our	wild	and	deeply	problematic	contradiction.	First,	cities	are	
																																								 																				
6	We	use	this	term	to	capture	the	recognizable,	though	largely	undefined,	field	of	specifically	urban-oriented	
research	that	is	undertaken	by	individual	scholars,	and	increasingly	by	dedicated	centres	and	institutes.	This	
field	variously	integrates	approaches	and	methods	associated	with	human	geography,	geography,	ecology,	
conservation	and	environmental	science,	environmental	studies,	environmental	humanities,	urban	studies,	
urban	design	and	planning,	architecture	and	animal	studies.	
	 5	
catalysts	that	sustain	both	the	increasing	demand	for	animal-based	commodities	(through	
‘institutional	routines	and	procedures’)	and	the	associated	environmental	damage;7	second,	they	are	
where	most	of	these	animals,	at	some	point	on	their	co-opted	life	journeys,	will	be	found,	anywhere	
on	the	spectrum	between	living	and	dead;	and	finally,	both	these	facts	are	overwhelmingly	sidelined	
by	urban	and	environmental	geographies	that	claim	to	hold	‘nature’,	biodiversity,	and	the	mitigation	
of	climate	and	environmental	change	as	their	top	priorities.	Given	the	fluidity	of	disciplinary	
boundaries	between	geography,	human	geography,	environmental	studies,	urban	studies,	urban	
planning,	conservation,	and	urban	ecology,	it	might	be	expected	that	some	kind	of	seachange	might	
have	started	to	permeate	urban-centred	research	since	these	studies	appeared,	especially	where	
environments,	nature,	and	animals	are	an	explicit	focus.			
	
With	than	in	mind,	how	have	Jones’	and	Palmer’s	respective	pleas	been	received	over	the	last	20-
odd	years?	Based	on	a	review	of	recent	literature	concerned	with	urban	‘nature’,	biodiversity,	and	
multispecies	relations,	we	demonstrate	an	enduring	species	hierarchy	in	how,	and	more	importantly	
which,	nonhuman	animals	are	being	represented.	Drawing	on	similar	observations	made	by	scholars	
from	diverse	fields,	including	geography,	environmental	anthropology,	and	creative	writing,	we	
highlight	the	dangers	posed	by	this	persistent	anthropocentrism,	and	suggest	that	perspectives	
offered	by	critical	animal	studies	(CAS)	offer	a	way	to	productively	adjust	the	frame.	
	 	
Reviewed	literature		
The	literature	review	began	with	a	number	of	articles	collated	between	2016	and	2018	that	were	
representative	of	a	‘caring’	approach	to	urban	‘nature’	and	multispecies	communities	that	was	
emerging	in	Australia.	Subsequently,	in	response	to	a	call	for	papers	from	the	Institute	of	Australian	
Geographers	as	part	of	a	two-day	urban	theory	symposium	titled	Cities	of	Care	to	be	held	in	
Melbourne	in	June	2018,	one	of	the	authors	presented	the	founding	ideas	of	this	current	paper	in	a	
presentation	titled,	When	Species	Shouldn’t	Meet:	Human/Nonhuman	Dis-entanglements	for	care-
full	more-than-human	cities.	This	symposium	further	cemented	the	working	notion	that	despite	calls	
for	urban	theory	to	“’listen	with	care’	to	silences	and	neglected	things”	(Williams,	2018),	these	
silences	and	‘things’	still	did	not	include	the	commodified	‘kin’	contained	in	our	cities.		
	
Following	this	event,	the	collection	of	literature	was	formalized	and	extended	under	two	categories.	
Searches	were	undertaken	using	Google	Scholar	and	university	library	databases	for	specific	
journals,	and	were	restricted	to	literature	published	between	2009	and	2019.	Book	reviews	were	not	
included.	The	first	category	singled	out	studies	where	urban	‘nature’	was	the	primary	focus,	and	
which	specifically	included	animals	located	within	city	boundaries8	-	either	animals	in	general	or	
individual	species.	Studies	also	had	to	include	an	explicit	intent	around	humans	(re)connecting	with	
urban	nature,	indicated	by	terms	relating	to	compassion,	care,	and	coexistence,	and/or	highlight	
their	critical	approach.	Studies	concerned	primarily	with	urban	greening,	urban	gardening,	urban	
rewilding,	urban	re-naturing,	and	even	re-earthing	(Escobar	2019)	were	excluded	as	was	the	
substantial	body	of	literature	on	the	health	and	wellbeing	benefits	of	urban	nature	and	biodiversity,	
encompassing	greenroofs,	green	infrastructure,	ecological	restoration,	ecosystem	services,	and	
urban	wilderness.	The	reason	being	that	both	of	these	bodies	of	literature	make	explicit	their	
conception	of	‘nature’	as	meaning	‘wild’	and	‘native’,	though	occasionally	including	‘pest’	and	‘feral’	
species.	They	do	not	recognise	the	commodified	‘nature’	we	are	concerned	with.		
	
Search	terms	included	‘urban	AND	nature’,	and	‘urban	AND	animal(s)’.	Search	results	were	assessed	
based	on	urban	‘nature’	and/or	animals	being	the	primary	focus,	and	particularly	noting	additional	
																																								 																				
7	This	can	be	seen	as	one	dimension	of	the	metabolic	rift	(Foster	1999)	
8	Studies	of	how	animals	located	outside	of	cities	(eg.	fish	farms,	wild	animals	in	national	parks	or	wildlife	
reserves,	and	livestock)	affect	urban	environments	and	practices	(included	virtual	nature	practices)	were	not	
included.		
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references	to	the	terms	‘compassion’,	‘care’,	‘connection’	or	‘coexistence’.	Eleven	journals	were	
consulted	based	on	their	ranking	in	urban	studies	and	also	coverage	of	these	topics:	Progress	in	
Human	Geography,	Environmental	and	Planning	A,	D	and	E,	Urban	Studies,	Urban	Geography,	
Planning	Theory,	Transactions	of	the	Institute	of	British	Geographers,	Geoforum,	Social	and	Cultural	
Geography,	and	Antipode.	In	addition,	a	collective	search	of	urban	nature	related	journals	–	among	
them	Landscape	and	Urban	Planning,	Sustainable	Cities	and	Society,	Health	&	Place,	Journal	of	
Environmental	Management,	Environmental	Research,	Land	Use	Policy,	and	Urban	Forestry	and	
Urban	Greening	–	yielded	129,271	articles	under	the	‘urban	AND	nature’	search.	A	scan	of	the	first	
few	hundred	articles	indicated	a	predominant	focus	on	green	infrastructure,	parks,	biodiversity,	
gardening,	and	nature-based	solutions,	and	so	the	review	was	discontinued.	We	do	not	consider	this	
a	systematic	review	and	acknowledge	the	potential	that	some	relevant	literature	may	have	been	
overlooked.	Nevertheless,	it	offers	a	heuristic	appreciation	of	the	dominant	themes	and	trends	in	
terms	of	how	animals	are	thought	of	in	relation	to	urban	natures	in	research	papers	within	key	
journals	in	the	field.	Overall,	more	than	1500	articles	were	reviewed,	resulting	in	31	papers	that	fit	
the	criteria	for	this	category.	
	
The	small	number	of	studies	that	resulted	from	this	search	underscores	how	normalized	a	limited	
conception	of	‘nature’	has	become	across	the	broader	urban-focused	literature.	Widening	our	
criteria	to	include	literature	featuring	unproblematized	animal	parts	or	human-animal	relations	(eg.	
urban	animal	husbandry)	would	have	further	demonstrated	just	how	small	a	space	is	allocated	to	
invisibilised	animals	in	urban	and	environmental	geographies.	We	are	not	implying	that	every	study	
of	urban	‘nature’	and	animals	needs	to	adopt	the	more	critical	perspective	we	advocate.	Nor	are	we	
critiquing	the	reviewed	literature	for	how	it	approaches	its	subjects	and	materials,	nor	questioning	
the	value	of	its	contribution	to	specific	fields	of	scholarship.	However,	we	argue	that	the	relative	
dearth	of	studies	is	significantly	out	of	balance	with	the	scale	of	environmental	problems	being	
highlighted	by	recognized	international	organisations	of	scientists,	and	the	activities	that	they	
directly	implicate	in	these	problems.	
	
For	the	second	category,	the	search	was	narrowed	to	a	small	but	growing	field	of	research	
interested	in	exploring	urban	environments	through	a	multispecies	lens,	encompassing	concepts	
such	as	naturecultures,	entanglement,	cohabitation	and	coexistence.	A	search	of	these	terms,	
coupled	with	‘urban’	was	conducted	at	the	same	time	as	the	first,	but	excluded	the	terms	‘nature’	
and	‘animals’.	The	intent	was	to	target	literature	that	explicitly	advanced	ideas	of	human-animal	
(re)connection	in	cities,	and	determine	what	kinds	of	animals	were	included	in	these	connections,	
and	how	they	were	conceived.	This	search	yielded	a	similar	number	of	articles	–	a	total	of	34.		
	
Within	the	two	groups	of	articles,	there	are	studies	that	could	be	associated	with	the	broadly	
inclusive	fields	of	animal	studies,	animal	geographies,	or	human/animal	studies,	and	a	much	smaller	
proportion	oriented	towards	the	more	normative	goals	of	CAS	(Twine,	2014).	Others	do	not	exhibit	
an	obvious	affiliation	either	way,	concerned	rather	with	aggregated	notions	of	nature	and	wildlife,	or	
with	describing	the	relational	ontologies	that	shape	humans’	being-in-relation-with	a	multispecies	
world.	Taylor	and	Twine	(2014)	highlight	the	tensions	that	can	exist	particularly	between	animal	
studies	and	CAS.	However,	we	do	not	wish	here	to	stress	or	foment	those	tensions,	and	therefore	do	
not	feel	it’s	helpful	to	try	to	label	each	study	accordingly.	Besides	there	being	no	hard	boundaries	
between	these	generalized	fields	of	scholarship	–	indeed,	all	contain	distinct	threads	of	criticality,	for	
example	Philo’s	(2017)	‘less-than-human’	geographies	-	the	aim	of	this	paper	is	to	demonstrate	the	
overall	paucity	of	critical	perspectives	on	animals	and	point	to	the	opportunities	afforded	by	CAS	as	
an	interdisciplinary	field	rooted	in	radical	ecology	and	ecofeminism,	and	committed	to	
intersectional,	politically	engaged	theory	and	practice	(Twine,	2014).		
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Findings	are	organized	according	to	the	two	search	categories	and	what	they	reveal	about	common	
understandings	of	the	terms	‘nature’	and	‘multispecies’.	Appropriate	books,	including	edited	
collections,	were	also	drawn	on	where	relevant	to	emphasise	and/or	illustrate	certain	points.		
	
The	urban	nature	that	is	not	‘nature’	
Across	the	reviewed	literature,	many	studies,	in	the	same	way	as	those	we	excluded,	present	a	view	
of	‘nature’	or	biodiversity	as	only	comprising	what	is	commonly	understood	as	wildlife	(Beatley,	
2011;	Beery	et	al.,	2017;	Fuller	et	al.,	2010;	Hunold,	2017;	Shillington	and	Murnaghan,	2016;	Taylor	
and	Hochuli,	2014).	This	of	course	holds	true	for	all	literature	concerned	with	urban	rewilding,	
renaturing,	and	even	re-earthing	(Escobar,	2019)	too	numerous	to	be	listed	here.	Even	when	a	broad	
range	of	potential	habitats	is	cited,	‘from	wilderness	areas	to	farms	and	gardens’	(Beery	et	al.,	2017),	
the	authors’	interpretation	of	this	notably	excludes	a	host	of	other	habitats,	presumably	because	
they	are	not	considered	to	align	with	their	definition	of	nature	as	an	“organic	environment	where	
the	majority	of	ecosystem	processes	are	present	(eg.	birth,	death,	reproduction,	relationships	
between	species”	(717).		
	
A	number	of	studies	do	feature	animals.	However,	a	large	proportion	of	these	take	an	uncritical	view	
of	the	human-animal	relations	that	constitute	them	and	the	practices	they	are	part	of.	Among	these	
is	a	study	by	Tornaghi	(2014)	which	takes	a	socially	critical	approach	to	the	geographies	of	urban	
agriculture,	but	does	not	extend	this	perspective	to	animal	husbandry.	Others	include	an	exploration	
of	zoo	governance	in	the	wake	of	the	Tbilisi	flood	(Swann-Quinn,	2019),	the	farming	of	edible	birds	
(Connolly,	2016),	human-animal/wildlife	conflict	relating	to	urbanization	(Barua	and	Sinha,	2017;	
Boonman-Berson	et	al.,	2016;	Yeo	and	Neo,	2010)	and	‘livestock’	(Margulies	and	Karanth,	2018),	and	
geographies	of	‘meat’	consumption	(Waitt,	2014).	Remaining	studies	of	urban	animals	that	do	
critically	problematize	the	underlying	human-animal	relations	notably	include	the	work	of	
Narayanan	(Narayanan,	2016b;	Narayanan,	2016a;	Narayanan,	2019)	who	has	examined	stray	dogs,	
bovines,	and	snakes	in	Indian	cities.	Also,	Neo	and	Ngiam’s	(2014)	study	of	captive	dolphins	in	urban	
Singapore,	Garlick	(2015)	on	animal	experimentation	and	vivisection	(including	a	suggestion	to	
extend	Haraway’s	thesis	through	the	notion	of	‘discomforting	encounters”),	and	papers	examining	
racehorses	(McManus	and	Montoya,	2012),	rescue	dogs	(Schuurman,	2019),	farm	animals	in	
assemblages	of	therapeutic	care	(Gorman,	2016);	and	animals	in	carceral	spaces	(Moran,	2015;	
Morin,	2016),	although	an	urban	context	is	not	central	to	these	latter	studies.	Furthermore,	direct	
links	are	not	made	between	these	constitutions	and	uses	of	animals,	and	the	degradation	of	global	
environments	they	help	shape	–	despite	these	links	becoming	increasingly	unequivocal.	
	
The	most	recent	report	from	the	IPCC	(2014)	finds	that	emissions	of	greenhouse	gases	from	
agriculture,	forestry	and	other	land	use	(AFOLU)	constitute	24%	of	total	global	emissions,	a	close	
second	to	electricity	and	heat	production	at	25%.	Deforestation	and	agricultural	emissions	from	
livestock,	soil	and	nutrient	management	are	identified	as	the	main	contributors.	To	put	this	in	
context,	almost	80%	of	global	agricultural	land	is	allocated	to	the	production	of	meat	and	dairy	
products	(Ritchie	and	Roser,	2019),	and	over	80%	of	deforestation	currently	taking	place	in	Amazon	
countries	is	attributed	to	the	creation	of	pastures	and	soy	plantations	for	‘beef’	production	(Anon,	
2019).	Based	on	a	review	of	life-cycle	analyses,	the	IPCC	authors	conclude	that	most	plant-based	
foods	are	associated	with	substantially	lower	GHG	emissions	than	animal	products,	leading	them	to	
state	that	“GHG	emissions	may	be	reduced	through…changing	diets	towards	less	GHG-intensive	
food,	e.g.	substitution	of	animal	products	with	plant-based	food”	(838)	–	a	recommendation	that	is	
repeated	in	their	2018	special	report,	Global	Warming	of	1.5°C	(IPCC,	2018).	
	
Released	in	2019,	the	latest	report	from	the	Intergovernmental	Science-Policy	Platform	on	
Biodiversity	and	Ecosystem	Services	(IPBES)	complements	and	supports	the	IPCC	report.	With	
reference	to	changes	in	nature	including	ecosystem	decline,	loss	of	biodiversity,	increases	in	
threatened	species,	and	extinctions,	the	IPBES	identifies	five	direct	drivers.	In	order	of	their	global	
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impact,	starting	with	the	highest,	these	are:	Changes	in	land	and	sea	use;	direct	exploitation	of	
organisms;	climate	change;	pollution;	invasion	of	alien	species.	Noting	that	the	global	forest	area	is	
now	68%	of	pre-industrial	levels,	the	report’s	authors	identify	‘agricultural	expansion’	as	the	most	
widespread	form	of	land-use	change,	due	to	‘cropping	or	animal	husbandry’.	They	also	note	the	
need	to	combat	wildlife	trafficking	to	help	protect	natural	areas	(29).	Despite	the	IPBES	report	
lacking	any	meaningful	or	substantive	statements	regarding	where	the	“bold”	and	“transformative	
changes”	they	call	for	are	needed,	and	recognising	that	the	discourses	surrounding	meat	and	
animals	contained	in	these	reports	(among	others)	are	still	decidedly	human-centric	(Arcari,	2017),				
they	do	provide	an	unequivocal	set	of	guidelines	on	the	kinds	of	human	activities	that	are	causing	
the	greatest	harms	to	the	environment.	The	IPCC	and	the	IPBES	are	by	no	means	the	first	to	make	
these	observations.	In	2006,	the	FAO	declared	that	the	livestock	sector	may	be	the	leading	driver	in	
the	reduction	of	biodiversity	due	primarily	to	habitat	loss,	and	furthermore	contributes	‘significantly’	
to	climate	change	(Steinfeld	et	al.,	2006:	xxiii).	
	
Unfortunately,	this	growing	weight	of	evidence	has	so	far	not	been	matched	with	sufficient	work	in	
the	social	sphere.	Acknowledgement	of	the	impacts	of	either	the	livestock	sector	or	the	wildlife	
trade	is	notably	absent	in	urban	ecology,	conservation,	and	planning	literature,	which	is	currently	
more	concerned	with	gardening,	greening,	rewilding,	nature-based	solutions	and	the	health	benefits	
of	nature	interactions.	While	well	meaning,	and	no	doubt	delivering	benefits	to	small	groups	of	
people	and	other	species,	these	research	efforts	rarely	make	a	connection	with	humans’	more	
extensive	and	impactful	relations	with	nonhuman	nature,	and	the	power	dynamics	that	shape	them	
(Pitt,	2018).	This	leaves	such	work	open	to	critique.	
	
For	example,	while	greening	initiatives	have	been	shown	to	improve	the	urban	environment	in	terms	
of	reducing	the	heat-island	effect,	providing	shade,	improving	air	quality,	aiding	stormwater	
management,	and	increasing	local	biodiversity,	they	are	also	being	framed	primarily	in	terms	of	their	
benefits	to	humans	(Beery	et	al.,	2017;	Flies	et	al.,	2018;	Pinho	et	al.,	2017;	Taylor	and	Hochuli,	
2014),	and	some	of	the	assumptions	and	approaches	informing	these	initiatives	are	being	
questioned	(Schwartz	et	al.,	2012;	Williams	et	al.,	2014;	Wood	et	al.,	2018).	Furthermore,	their	
localized	benefits	accrue	at	the	same	time	as	the	world’s	population	is	increasing	by	82	million	
people	annually,9	an	increasing	proportion	of	which	is	becoming	urbanized.10	Under	current	systems	
and	structures	of	production,	distribution,	and	demand,	it	is	the	growing	pressure	that	this	urban	
growth	exerts	on	the	other	99%	of	the	earth’s	habitable	land	area11	that	is	the	catalyst	for	the	
biggest	environmental	problems.12				
	
The	promotion	of	green	roofs	and	neighbourhoods,	local	community	gardens,	and	initiatives	to	save	
particular	ecosystems	or	native	species	are	intimately	‘entangled’	with	the	nearby	horse	and	dog	
racing	events,	the	promotion	of	interactions	with	zoo	and	other	animals,	learning	about	and	
celebrating	the	‘functionality’	of	cows,	pigs,	sheep	and	chickens,	and	buying	a	‘pet’	from	a	shop	or	a	
breeder.	The	common	thread	is	our	species’	relationships	with	nonhuman	others,	and	there	is	a	
fundamental	dysfunction	at	the	heart	of	these	relationships	that	needs	to	be	addressed	before	
poeticised	notions	of	mutually	beneficial	entanglements	with	a	particular	‘nature’	can	hold	water.	As	
Schulz	argues	in	her	call	for	the	decolonization	of	political	ecology,	“…enchantments	may	also	
function	as	and	through	technologies	of	power”	(2017:	125).	Our	dysfunctional	relationship	with	
nature	can	only	be	addressed	by	directly	confronting	the	array	of	everyday	social	practices	built	on	
																																								 																				
9	https://www.worldometers.info/world-population/	
10	https://ourworldindata.org/how-urban-is-the-world	
11	https://ourworldindata.org/land-use	
12	Urban	growth	is	our	focal	point	here.	We	are	not	suggesting	a	cause/effect	correlation	between	population	
growth	and	environmental	pressures,	recognizing	the	multitude	of	social,	economic,	political,	and	geographical	
inequities	that	shape	the	distribution	of	and	access	to	resources.	
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relations	of	domination,	exploitation,	and	eradication	of	nonhuman	animals	–	practices	that	tend	to	
be	excluded	or	‘off-staged’	in	the	literature	concerned	with	promoting	urban	‘nature’	and	
biodiversity.	Hence,	we	agree	with	Giraud’s	assertion,	in	her	volume	What	Comes	After	
Entanglement,	that	“more	concerted	efforts	need	to	be	made	to	render	visible	-	and	assume	ethical	
responsibility	for	–	the	exclusions	that	play	an	equally	constitutive	role	in	materializing	particular	
realities	at	the	expense	of	others”	(2019:	20).	
	
Let	us	take	Melbourne	as	an	example.	In	addition	to	the	36.5	million	(at	least)	bovines,	sheep,	pigs,	
poultry	and	other	‘livestock’,	that	enter	Melbourne’s	city	limits	over	the	course	of	a	year,	around	
20,000	more	‘spectacularised’	animals	may	be	regular	or	one-off	visitors	(Table	1).	These	animals	are	
typically	the	result	of	intensive,	and	often	expensive,	breeding	programmes	designed	to	optimize	
key	physical	attributes,	such	as	speed,	strength,	stamina,	and	the	capacity	to	grow	muscle	quickly	
and	in	the	‘right’	places,	as	well	as	mental	attributes	such	as	compliance,	fearlessness,	and	‘spirit’	
(Flint	and	Woolliams,	2008;	Twine,	2010).	These	attributes	are	turned	into	visual	commodities	for	
entertainment	(supported	by	a	powerful	betting	industry)	and	for	‘expert’	assessment,	and	it	is	by	
winning	at	these	events	that	owners	realize	the	monetized	value	of	‘their’	animals	–	through	prize	
money	and/or	improving	the	value	of	their	lineage	and	future	as	breeding	stock.	Then	there	are	the	
permanent	and	semi-permanent	residents	–	conservatively	another	80,000	animals	within	
Melbourne	who	‘reside’	in	zoos,	are	held	in	shelters,	are	used	(and	created)	in	commercial	breeding	
operations	and	research	facilities,	horses	used	to	pull	carriages,	and	hundreds	of	animals	used	in	
mobile	children’s	farms	and	exotic	animal	parties,	and	as	travelling	‘educational’	exhibits.	Other	
urban	regions	include	animals	farmed	for	their	skin13	or	captured	for	other	purposes.14	
	
The	numbers	of	these	captive	and	lively	commodities	(Collard	2014)	are	significant,	and	urban	
centres	all	over	the	world	play	host	to	these,	and	other,	sites	and	practices	that	maintain	these	
animals’	presence	in	variably	visible	ways,	from	the	zoo	and	the	racecourse,	to	the	slaughterhouse	
and	the	morning	glass	of	milk	-	Adams’	(1990)	ever	relevant	absent	referents.	However,	unlike	the	
‘wild’	mammals,	birds,	insects,	organisms	and	other	non-humans	that	are	commonly	the	subjects	of	
research	that	explores,	and	laments,	the	increasingly	de-natured	state	of	urban	environments,	these	
more	utilitarian	animals	are	not	subjected	to	the	same	ethical	considerations	of	care.		
	
And	yet,	as	indicated,	the	local	and	global	practices	these	animals	are	part	of	(especially	‘food’	and	
‘wild’	animals),	and	more	importantly,	the	persistent	relations	of	use	and	exploitation	that	underpin	
them,	are	the	ones	that	are	most	directly	connected	to	the	ongoing	environmental	degradation,	
climate	changes,	destruction	of	habitats,	loss	of	biodiversity,	and	extinction	of	species	that	have	
created	the	‘problem’	of	urban	biodiversity.	These	practices	include	meat	production	and	
consumption,	land-clearing	and	deforestation,	capture,	coercion	and	confinement,	forced	and	
captive	breeding,	genetic	modification,	growth	enhancement,	mistreatment	and	abuse,	and	of	
course	killing.	Thinking	of	practices	that	are	associated	with	more	popular	kinds	of	‘nature’15	-	the	
birds,	native	mammals,	insects	and	other	nonhumans	who	are	more	incidental	presences	in	the	
urban	fabric	(but	are	becoming	increasingly	valued	for	their	ecosystem	and	social/health	services),	it	
becomes	clear	how	differently	our	relations	with	these	animals	are	constituted.	Differential	
valuations	of	‘nature’	are	implicit,	which	inevitably	leads	to	double	standards	of	care	and	concern.	
Moreover,	to	the	extent	that	some	of	the	literature	reinforces	the	normalization	of	environmentally	
																																								 																				
13	There	are	many	crocodile	farms	scattered	across	Queensland	and	the	Northern	Territory	-	one	located	just	
13km	outside	of	Darwin,	and	another	40km	north	of	Cairns.	Other	urban	areas,	for	example	in	the	US,	are	
home	to	facilities	that	breed	foxes,	minks,	chinchillas	and	other	animals	for	their	fur.	
14	Facilities	exist	within	urban	areas	in	the	US	and	elsewhere	for	milking	horseshoe	crabs	for	biomedical	
research	Chesler	C.	(2016)	Medical	Labs	May	Be	Killing	Horseshoe	Crabs.	Scientific	American..	
15	For	example,	gardening,	bird-watching	and	feeding,	walking,	and	more	antagonistic	practices	such	as	
relocation,	deterrence,	trapping,	poisoning	and	killing	in	the	case	of	those	urban	non-humans	regarded	as	
pests	or	inconveniences.	
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damaging	practices	involving	commodified	animals,	it	could	also	be	accused	of	hypocrisy,	a	term	
deployed	by	Alex	Lockwood	(2019)	in	relation	to	‘New	Nature	Writing’.	More	on	this	later.	
	
Table	1.	Permanent,	semi-permanent,	and	temporary	non-human	residents	in	Greater	Melbourne,	
Australia.		
Temporary	(regular	or	one-time)	visitors	
Horse	racing	(4,606	races	in	VIC	2016-2017)	 7,139	horses	
Greyhound	racing	(2,460	races	in	VIC	in	
2017)	
378	greyhounds	in	training	in	
Melbourne’s	metro	area	
Slaughterhouses	(14	within	greater	
Melbourne	region)	
At	least	100,000	animals/day	
Royal	Melbourne	Show	(11	days)	 10,000	animals		
The	Professional	Bull	Riders	(PBR)	annual	
Monster	Energy	Tour	(includes	Melbourne)	
Annual	show	involving	100	bulls	
Residents	(permanent	&	semi-permanent)	
Melbourne	Zoo	(including	Werribee	Open	
Range	Zoo	and	Healesville	‘Sanctuary’)	
Approximately	5,000	animals	
Melbourne	Sea	Life	Aquarium	 Approximately	3,000	animals	
Rescue	centres*	 54,831	admissions	in	VIC	2012-2013	
Animals	used	in	research**	 Over	1	million	per	year	in	Victoria***	
Mobile	petting	zoos	and	exotic	animals	
parties	
At	least	35	companies	serving	greater	
Melbourne	(10-30+	animals	each)	
*	There	are	at	least	25	animal	rescue	centres	within	greater	Melbourne.	
**	Melbourne	is	home	to	breeding	operations	for	beagles,	baboons,	maqaques,	rats,	mice,	rabbits	and	
possibly	others	to	supply	research	subjects.	Cats	and	other	dogs,	including	ex-racing	greyhounds,	are	also	
used.	Melbourne	also	contains	at	least	14	animal	research	labs	(see	
http://www.humaneresearch.org.au/location-map),	although	this	map	does	not	include	the	many	
independent	medical	research	institutes	located	across	the	city.		
***	Source:	O’Brien	(2016)	
	
The	potential	for	nature-based	initiatives	with	a	‘feel-good’	factor	(Dallimer	et	al.,	2012)	to	generate	
support	for	others,	including	at	larger	scales	and	involving	other	kinds	of	‘nature’,	should	not	be	
undervalued,	although	this	potential	is	unsubstantiated	and	contested	(Bekessy	et	al.,	2018;	Pitt,	
2018).	However,	without	explicit	links	being	made	with	the	most	problematic	practices	involving	
‘nature’	they	are	more	likely	to	remain	localized	and	largely	impotent	(in	as	far	as	the	bigger	
problems	remain	unacknowledged),	and	also	fundamentally	speciesist.	As	Swyngedouw	and	
Ernstson	argue,	off-staging	these	practices	with	respect	to	the	popularized	“mis-en-scene”	of	the	
Anthropocene	creates	an	“impoverished	notion	of	what	constitutes	‘the	political’”	(2018:	6).	In	this	
way,	these	initiatives	largely	elide	key	questions	regarding	the	need,	and	possibility,	for	more	radical	
and	potentially	contentious	actions	–	ones	that	would	respond	to	the	repeated	and	increasingly	
unequivocal	findings	of	organisations	like	the	IPCC	and	IPBES.		
	
A	limited	remit	of	‘multispecies’	care	
The	same	inattention	is	arguably	more	dissonant	within	the	growing	body	of	literature	that	explicitly	
promotes	a	multispecies	approach	to	research,	characterized	by	a	“coming	together	of	questions	of	
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kinds	and	their	multiplicities”	(van	Dooren	et	al.,	2016:	1),	and	aligned	with	a	cosmopolitical	
conception	of	(urban)	space	as	where	“all	agents,	animate	and	‘vibrant	matter’”	come	together	“in	
the	ongoing	making	of	a	shared	world”	(Duhn,	2017:	47,	after	Stengers	2010).	These	writings	often	
mobilise	various	affectively	appealing	notions	around	all	kinds	“living	well	together”	(Duhn,	2017:	
46),	such	as	co-habitation,	naturecultures,	conviviality,	‘becoming	with’,	enchantment	and	others	
(Desai	and	Smith,	2018;	Duhn,	2017;	Fjalland	and	Samson,	2019;	Ginn,	2014;	Hinchliffe	et	al.,	2005;	
Holmberg,	2015;	Houston	et	al.,	2018;	van	Dooren	et	al.,	2016;	van	Dooren	and	Rose,	2012).	
However,	here	again,	conceptions	of	the	‘multiple’	and	the	vibrant	cosmos	or	common	world	tend	
to	exclude	highly	commodified	and	instrumentalised	animals,	focusing	rather	on	insects,	birds,	bats,	
bees,	cockatoos,	flying	foxes,	wolves,	foxes,	Ibis,	dingoes,	koalas,	cats,	dogs,	slugs,	hyenas,	penguins,	
rabbits,	possums,	and	other	wild,	stray,	feral	or	hybrid	non-humans	(Baynes-Rock,	2013;	Danby	et	
al.,	2019;	Filipovic,	2019;	Franklin,	2017;	Ginn,	2014;	Hohti	and	Tammio,	2019;	Houston	et	al.,	2018;	
Kirksey	et	al.,	2018;	Lorimer,	2015;	McKiernan	and	Instone,	2016;	Panelli,	2010;	Phillips,	2019;	
Power,	2009;	Rigby,	2018;	Rutherford,	2018;	Steele	et	al.,	2019;	Van	Patter	and	Hovorka,	2017).	
	
In	a	small	number	of	studies,	the	variably	commodified	lives	and	human	relations	experienced	by	
some	animals,	including	elephants,	salmon,	chickens,	‘cattle’,	horses	and	dolphins	are	explored	
within	the	context	of	a	broader	cosmopolitical	agenda	or	from	the	perspective	of	non-	and	
posthuman	care	(for	example,	Barua,	2014;	Blecha	and	Davis,	2014;	Franklin	and	Schuurman,	2017;	
Hovorka,	2012;	Swanson,	2015;	Taylor	and	Carter,	2018).	However,	in	common	with	the	previous	
body	of	literature,	the	relations	and	commodifications	that	constitute	their	lives	are	treated	as	
further	modes	of	entanglement,	and	are	not	approached	in	ways	that	critically	reflect	on	how	these	
animals	come	to	be	in	these	situations.	Companion	animals,	especially	dogs,	also	feature	in	a	
number	of	studies	(Fletcher	and	Platt,	2016;	Fox	and	Gee,	2017),	although	the	darker	side	of	the	
breeding	industry	that	supports	‘pet’	ownership,	linked	to	wastage,	abandonment,	neglect,	abuse,	
experimentation,	and	killing	is	rarely	acknowledged.		
	
Only	three	articles	were	found	that	problematize	the	notion	of	multispecies	enquiry	–	Collard	(2014)	
and	Jaclin	(2016)	in	relation	to	international	wildlife	trafficking,	who	also	note	the	urban	sites	and	
practices	connected	with	this	activity,	and	Kopnina	(2017)	who	uses	animal	experimentation	and	
their	exploitation	for	food	as	the	basis	of	a	broader	critique	of	multispecies	ethnography.		
	
Hence,	despite	common	intentions	around	instigating	a	“more	equitable	multispecies	city”	(van	
Dooren	and	Rose,	2012:	2),	a	more	ethical	resituation	of	“otherkind”	(Rigby,	2018:	73),	and	
“reparative	practices”	that	inspire	more	“caring	and	collaborative	multispecies	inhabitation”	
(Fjalland	and	Samson,	2019:	2),	there	is,	across	the	urban	and	environmental	geographies	literature,	
a	prevalent	and	implicit	limit	to	these	ethical	considerations,	and	it	stands	firmly	at	the	threshold	of	
the	slaughterhouse,	the	zoo,	the	research	laboratory,	the	racecourse	and	all	those	sites	where	an	
animal’s	intrinsic	value	has	been	erased	in	the	process	of	being	monetised.	As	Probyn-Rapsey	
observes,	“environmental	or	multispecies	approaches	are…at	risk	of	drawing	a	line	at	the	‘animal	
gulag’...avoiding	the	extent	of	the	violence	that	exists	in	‘relationality’	and	‘mutuality’”	(2018:	59).	
Giraud	argues	that	the	repoliticization	of	these	exclusions	is	vital	for	articulating	the	space	for	
intervention	–	a	space	that	is	currently	underdeveloped	in	dominant	narratives	where	entanglement	
tends	to	be	celebrated	or	“treated	as	a	good	in	itself”	(2019:	7).		
	
Some	studies	from	both	of	the	above	groups	do	recognize	‘nature’	as	a	construction	(for	example,	
Beery	et	al.,	2017;	Shillington	and	Murnaghan,	2016),	and	even	acknowledge	other	literature	that	
addresses	more	instrumental	constructions	(for	example,	Houston	et	al.,	2018;	Rigby,	2018).	
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However,	like	Haraway,	these	studies	fall	short	of	critiquing	the	ontological	basis	of	some	of	the	
“complex	relationships”	between	humans	and	animals	that	they	briefly	mention.16		
	
These	two	bodies	of	literature,	their	underlying	approaches	and	their	dovetailing	within	associated	
‘turns’17	are	summarised	by	Owens	and	Wolch	in	their	2017	chapter,	‘Lively	Cities’.	They	observe:	
	
…a	contemporary	re-emergence	of	vitalism,	embodied	and	situated	cognition,	neo-animism,	
and	the	‘hyperobjects’	of	speculative	realism	find	context	in	discussions	of	a	decidedly	urban	
‘age	of	the	anthropocene’	and	an	acknowledgment	that	if	the	nonhuman	world	does	not	
possess	what	some	might	consider	agency,	it	nonetheless	cannot	be	considered	a	static	
object	in	the	Cartesian	sense	(547).		
	
The	authors	also	note	the	mobilization	of	notions	around	“mutual	relations	between	people	and	
nonhuman	agents”	and	of	an	“ethics	of	care”	that	helps	articulate	a	“normative	ideal	of	coexistence	
between	people	and	animals	in	cities”	(547).	The	work	of	some	urban	scholars,	including	Marchesini	
(2016),	and	particularly	Jennifer	Wolch	as	above,	with	co-authors	(Byrne	and	Wolch,	2009;	Owens	
and	Wolch,	2017;	Seymour	and	Wolch,	2009),	is	among	a	small	group	studies	of	urban	‘nature’	and	
animals	(besides	those	from	a	explicitly	critical	perspective	that	I	will	mention	below)	that	are	
notable	exceptions	to	the	above	account.	However,	while	these	studies	acknowledge	disparities	in	
consideration,	and	recognize	that	the	treatment	of	some	animals	raises	‘serious	questions’,	it	is	still	
the	wild,	native,	feral	and	companion	animals	that	they	foreground.	The	unique	plight	of	doubly	
liminal	urban	animals	–	being	first	nonhuman	and	then	neither	wild,	native,	feral,	pest,	commensal	
or	companion	–	tends	to	be,	once	again,	off-staged.		
	
Consistent	challenges	are,	however,	being	leveled	from	within	at	the	broader	field	of	urban	and	
environmental	geographies,	and	have	been	since	at	least	1995	when	Chris	Philo	first	used	the	term	
‘new	animal	geography’	to	signal	the	possibilities	for	thinking	“of	animals	as	animals;	as	beings	with	
their	own	lives”	(657-658).	Since	then,	the	work	of	pioneers	in	these	more	critical	geographies,	
including	Chris	Philo,	Chris	Wilbert,	Jennifer	Wolch,	Jody	Emel,	and	Owain	Jones,	has	been	carried	
steadily	forward	by	a	number	of	scholars.	For	example,	Johnston	(2008),	Bear	(2011),	Urbanik	
(2012),	Hillier	(2013),	Collard	(2014;	Collard	and	Dempsey,	2013),	Srinivasan	(2013;	Srinivasan,	
2016),	Holmberg	(2015),	and	more	recently	Narayanan	(2016b;	Narayanan,	2016a;	Narayanan,	2019;	
Narayanan	and	Bindumadhav,	2019),	and	Gillespie	(2015;	Gillespie,	2019).	In	addition,	animal	
geographies	are	the	focus	of	three	(to	date)	serialized	literature	reviews	in	the	journal	Progress	in	
Human	Geography,	first	by	Buller	(2013;	Buller,	2014;	Buller,	2016),	then	Hovorka	(2016;	Hovorka,	
2018;	Hovorka,	2019),	and	most	recently	Gibbs	(2019).		
	
However,	Buller	(2015:	424)	notes	that	while	a	number	of	animal	geographers	promote	a	more	
critical	and	emancipatory	approach	to	human-animal	relations,	these	perspectives	do	not	define	the	
field.	There	is,	he	says,	a	persistent	bifurcation	in	animal	geographies	between	‘mainstream’	animal	
studies	and	their	more	critical	counterpart	(2015:	424-425),	many	of	whose	scholars	are	well-versed	
																																								 																				
16	Haraway	(2007,	2018,	2016)	is	a	fierce	proponent	of	multispecies	environmental	justice	and	is	critical	of	the	
industrialised,	agro-capitalist	use	of	animals.	However,	her	writings	on	instrumentalised	animals	remain	
ambivalent	insofar	as	their	instrumentalisation	does	not	appear	to	be	the	issue	but	rather	its	scale	and	
methods.	
17	These	include	the	multispecies	turn	Locke	P	and	Muenster	U.	(2015)	Multispecies	Ethnography.	Oxford	
Bibliographies.,	the	nonhuman	turn	Grusin	R.	(2015)	The	Nonhuman	Turn,	Minneapolis,	MN:	University	of	
Minnesota	Press.,	the	transspecies	turn	in	urban	theory	Hovorka	A.	(2008)	Transspecies	urban	theory:	chickens	
in	an	African	city.	Cultural	Geographies	15:	95-117.,	posthuman	urbanism	Shaw	DB.	(2017)	Posthuman	
Urbanism:	Mapping	Bodies	in	Comtemporary	City	Space,	London:	Rowman	&	Littlefield	International.,	and	the	
animal	turn	Ritvo	H.	(2007)	On	the	Animal	Turn.	Daedalus	136:	118-122.,	among	others.	
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in	the	broader	fields	of	animal	studies	and	critical	animal	studies,	including	some	of	those	listed	
above.	He	describes	this	increasing	polarization	as	strange,	given	the	advances	in	awareness	of	
animal	agency,	human	responsibilities,	and	the	fallacies	of	biologism	that	have	accompanied	the	
response	to	geographical	approaches	now	deemed	anthropocentric.	However,	in	light	of	this	paper’s	
critique	of	how	multispecies	cities	and	urban	‘nature’	are	conceived,	this	effective	‘line	in	the	sand’	
noted	by	Buller	perhaps	underscores	the	way	anthropocentrism	continues	to	find	refuge	and	succor	
in	spaces	considered	outside	ethical	or	political	contention.	These	stalwartly	defended	spaces	are	
inhabited	by	non-natures	whose	relations	with	humans,	and	associated	practices,	are	enduringly	
beyond	effective	reproach.	
	
Further	afield,	other	scholars	from	diverse	disciplines,	including	history,	law,	political	science,	and	
the	creative	arts,	are	also	tackling	human	relations	with	urbanised	animals	from	critical	perspectives.	
Associated	studies	focus	on	particular	animals,	for	example	dogs	(Instone	and	Sweeney,	2014),	
horseshoe	crabs	(Moore,	2015),	‘food’	animals	and	their	products	(Mowson,	2019;	Singer,	2019)	and	
raccoons	(Chaudhuri	and	Zurkow,	2016);	or	particular	sites	and	practices	including	zoos,	circuses,	
bullfighting,	horseracing,	and	rodeos	(Acampora,	2005;	Bergmann,	2019;	Gillespie,	2018;	Yates,	
2009;	Boyd,	2015).	There	are	also	volumes	that	mount	more	wholesale	disciplinary	challenges,	for	
example	Gillespie	and	Collard’s	Critical	Animal	Geographies	(2015),	Cudworth	and	Hobden’s	(2017)	
The	Emancipatory	Project	of	Posthumanism,	and	Hamilton	and	Taylor’s	(2017)	Ethnography	after	
Humanism.		
	
This	body	of	work	could	be	taken	as	supporting	Owens	and	Wolch’s	claim	that	the	situation	of	off-
staged	urban	animals,	and	the	binaries	that	shape	them,	are	being	interrogated	in	urban	animal	
research.	However,	in	the	15	years	since	Palmer’s	call	for	the	inclusion	of	animals	in	urban	
environmental	ethics,	change	has	been	slow.	The	ways	of	thinking	about	human-animal	relations	
that	these	works	reflect	are	not	yet	found	in	the	dominant	literature	relating	to	multispecies	‘living	
with’	urban	‘nature’	and	biodiversity.	In	fact,	reflecting	on	the	current	field	of	global	environmental	
change	research,	Hovorka	recently	echoed	the	earlier	observations	of	Jones,	Palmer,	and	Emel	and	
Wolch,	remarking:	“[t]hat	human	exploitation	of	animals	shapes	global	environment	change	and	
creates	such	animal,	human	and	ecological	vulnerability	in	the	first	place	goes	largely	unaddressed”	
(2018:	457).	Like	these	previous	scholars,	she	attributes	this	to	their	anthropocentric	
conceptualization	as	“biophysical	components	associated	with	ecosystem	services,	structure	and	
function”,	and	as	part	of	systems	of	capitalist	agriculture	(457-458).		
	
The	situation	for	animal	geography	described	by	Philo	and	MacLachlan	has	wider	application	across	
urban	studies:	“the	field	[of	animal	geographies]	tends	to	prefer	pets	in	domestic	spaces,	feral	
animals	in	the	city,	livestock	living	‘in	the	fields,’	wild	animals	in	the	countryside	and	even	animals	in	
zoos	and	laboratories”	(2019:	87-88,	emphasis	in	original).	The	hundreds	of	thousands	of	temporary,	
semi-	and	permanent	nonhuman	residents	of	cities	around	the	world	who	are	not	considered	
‘nature’	remain	unseen.	That	they	do	not	feature	within	conceptualisations	of	‘nature’	is	part	of	the	
problem;	it	is	a	concept	that	is	mobilized	in	a	way	that	forgets	its	own	history	and	entanglement	with	
domestication.	Think	of	all	the	‘nature’	that	has,	for	instance,	gone	into	the	production	of	
standardized,	industrialised	animal	bodies	(Probyn-Rapsey,	2013),	a	process	that	involves,	as	
Swyngedouw	and	Kaika	put	it	“universalization	of	the	commodification	and	accumulation	of	
natures”	(2016:	55).		Where	these	‘natures’	are	accumulated	and	sequestered	through	histories	of	
domestication,	they	can	also	be	brought	back	into	the	frame	to	trouble	the	borders	of	who	gets	to	
count	as	‘natural’.	In	this	endeavor,	critical	animal	studies	may	be	the	way	forward.	
	
Adjusting	the	frame	
Critical	animal	studies	(CAS)	literature	is	characterized	by	a	persistent	drawing	attention	to	the	
presence	of	commodified	animals,	especially	industrialised	‘livestock’,	as	equally	deserving	of	moral	
consideration	alongside	species	deemed	wild,	native,	feral	etc.	CAS	does	not	seek	to	conserve	
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species	such	as	meat	chickens,	or	dairy	cows;	instead	it	seeks	an	end	to	their	forced,	mass	
reproduction.	CAS	does	not	celebrate	our	entanglements	with	these	commodified	animals,	it	seeks	
to	both	recognise	these	entanglements	and	disentangle	from	their	worst	excesses.	CAS	does	not	
necessarily	distinguish	so	neatly	between	the	moral	worth	of	one	bird	over	another	on	the	grounds	
of	domestication,	a	point	made	salient	in	Lockwood’s	(2019)	critical	interrogation	of	‘New	Nature	
Writing’	which	shares	similar	blind	spots	to	the	urban	studies	and	multispecies	literature	we	have	
reviewed.	
	
As	exemplified	by	George	Monbiot’s	Feral:	Searching	for	enchantment	on	the	frontiers	of	rewilding,	
Charles	Foster’s	Being	a	Beast,	Kathleen	Dean	Moore’s	Great	Tide	Rising,	and	Helen	Macdonald’s	H	
is	for	Hawk,	Lockwood	contends	that	‘H’	would	more	aptly	stand	for	hypocrisy.	His	reasoning	is	that	
these	authors	“fetishiz[e]	some	animals”	(including	humans	and	variously	a	hawk,	starfish,	badger,	
otter,	fox,	deer,	swift,	dolphin,	and	wolves,	among	others),	while	“at	the	same	time	reinforcing	and	
naturalizing	the	subordination	of	other	beleaguered	nonhumans”	(2019:	213).	At	the	heart	of	these	
authors’	‘new	nature’	is	the	sense	that	domesticated	livestock	animals	are	fundamentally	not	a	part	
of	the	urban	ecology.	But	as	Lockwood	asks	of	the	live	chick	destined	to	be	food	for	Macdonald’s	
hawk	–	is	the	chick	not	part	of	nature	too?	Chickens	are	certainly	part	of	the	urban	ecology	in	which	
the	hawk	exists	and	their	presence	certainly	has	significant	implications	for	broader	ecologies.	The	
‘nature’	these	authors	reinscribe	is	therefore	decidedly	‘domestic’	and	anthropocentric.	The	animal	
subordinations	that	they	naturalize	include	hunting,	fishing,	falconry,	and	the	industrial	production	
and	consumption	of	meat	and	dairy	products;	‘new	‘nature’	starts	to	look	like	‘old’	style	
domestication	and	subordination	of	wild	and	industrialised	animals.		
	
For	Lockwood	the	fields	of	critical	animal	studies	and	animal	liberation	provide	a	way	to	address	and	
navigate	these	imaginative	limitations,	which	have	been	inherited	from	nature	writing	-	a	form	
traditionally	focused	on	ecology	and	conservation	practice.	Indeed,	a	growing	body	of	imaginative	
and	literary-critical	perspectives	is	focusing	on	some	of	these	animals	(primarily	‘farm’	animals)	and	
the	practices	that	implicate	them,	such	as	the	edited	collection	Meat	Culture	(Potts,	2016)	and	The	
Vegan	Studies	Project:	Food,	Animals,	and	Gender	in	the	Age	of	Terror	(Wright,	2015).	In	addition,	
publishing	series	such	as	Palgrave	Studies	in	Animals	and	Literature,	edited	by	Susan	McHugh,	and	
the	Sydney	University	Press	Animal	Publics	Series,	edited	by	Fiona	Probyn-Rapsey	and	Melissa	
Boyde,	are	paving	the	way	for	more	focused	literary	and	critical	consideration	of	livestock-human-
nature-culture	entanglements.	However,	where	does	this	leave	the	vast	majority	of	literature	
concerning	‘nature’,	animals,	and	multispecies	relations	that	is	yet	to	seriously	engage	with	critical	
perspectives?	
	
Hypocrisy	or	no?	
Based	on	this	review,	there	are	two	ways	in	which	research	concerning	urban	‘nature’	might	be	
considered	to	exhibit	double	standards,	and	possibly	even	hypocrisy,	with	respect	to	the	nature	
deemed	deserving	of	attention.	The	first	is	that	the	majority	of	this	literature,	which	typically	
references	climate	change	and	other	global	environmental	problems,	is	primarily	concerned	with	
restoration,	preservation	and	conservation,	and	with	fostering	more	ethical	and	caring	relations	
between	humans	and	wild,	native,	commensal	and	some	feral	species.	The	existence	of	the	captive	
commodities	illustrated	by	Table	1	is	barely	recognized,	and	the	associated	relations	and	practices	
that	contribute	most	to	climate	and	environmental	change	are	largely	ignored.	In	other	words,	
urban-based	research	focuses	on	ameliorating	the	symptoms	of	biodiversity	loss	at	a	local	level	
while	off-staging	and	thereby	depoliticizing	larger-scale	causes.		
	
What	does	it	say	about	a	city	that	aims	to	become	‘re-enchanted’,	‘re-natured’	or	‘re-wilded’,	in	
reflection	of	an	idealized	conception	of	entanglement	and	conviviality	with	‘nature’,	if	within	that	
same	city	other	‘natures’	are	still	slaughtered,	bred,	traded,	confined,	raced,	tested	on,	put	to	work,	
abused	and	killed?	The	normalization	of	these	relations	and	associated	practices	is	not	a	static	entity	
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flowing	through	time.	Rather,	it	is	their	reproduction	and	reinforcement	over	time,	in	discourses	and	
practices,	which	contributes	to	their	normalization.	Fresh	understandings	of	human-nature	relations	
in	both	fiction	and	non-fiction	(including	New	Nature	writing)	have	certainly	advanced	appreciation	
and	application	of	Haraway’s	more	situated	knowledges.	However,	the	homogenizing	language	
surrounding	naturecultural	entanglements	and	wariness	of	condemning	‘any’	practice	in	the	
interests	of	remaining	open	and	anti-essentialist	can	put	these	relations	beyond	criticism.	Giraud	
makes	a	similar	observation	with	regards	to	relational	ontologies	more	broadly	(2019:	180).	If	urban	
researchers	are	not	putting	human	relations	with	all	‘nature’	under	critical	scrutiny,	then	those	who	
draw	on	this	work	to	inform	practice	and	policy	are	likely	to	follow	suit.	However,	now	more	
urgently	than	ever,	researchers	have	a	responsibility	to	change	the	discourse	and	challenge	these	
normative	structures.	And	while	the	various	‘turns’	have	provided	new	narratives	and	ways	of	
describing	the	kinds	of	multispecies	interactions	that	shape	cities,	thus	far	“little	has	been	said	about	
how	to	produce	alternative,	more	equitable	and	enabling	urban	socio-ecological	assemblages”	
(Swyngedouw	and	Kaika,	2016:	47).	Alleging	a	respect	and	care	for	nature	that	extends	only	so	far,	
to	some	animals	but	not	others,	reproduces	persistent	species	differences	and	hierarchies	that	are	
at	odds	with	the	practical	and	theoretical	intentions	of	these	endeavours.	
	
However,	with	reference	to	our	conception	of	hypocrisy	as	a	socially	generated	phenomenon	rather	
than	an	individual	failing,	an	interrogation	of	the	fluidity	of	these	varied	animal	categories,	
hierarchies,	meanings,	and	associated	uses	can	provide	a	more	nuanced	understanding	of	how	
hypocrisy	might	be	constituted,	while	also	defusing	the	implication	of	intent	that	it	carries.	This	
understanding	could	be	informed	by	researchers	asking	critical	questions	of	their	narratives	such	as,	
1)	how	do	types	of	entanglement	vary	across	species	and	between	individuals	within	species?	2)	to	
whose	benefit,	primarily,	is	the	entanglement?	3)	is	there	an	option	for	another	species	to	end	or	
refuse	the	entanglement?	and,	4)	who	is	being	excluded	from	a	particular	conception	of	
entanglement?	In	this	way,	the	detection	of	hypocrisy,	if	that	is	how	it	is	conceived,	can	offer	an	
opportunity	to	challenge	its	normative	scaffold	and	amplify	the	capacity	of	these	narratives	to	
extend	their	fresh	perspectives	to	all	animals.	As	Giraud	explains,	“centralizing	exclusions…holds	
potential	for	opening	them	to	future	contestation	and	the	possibility	of	alternatives”	(2019:	4).	By	
contrast,	an	acceptance	and	reproduction	of	existing	norms,	like	the	current	“obsession	with	a	
singular	Nature	that	requires	‘sustaining’”,	“forecloses	asking	political	questions	about	immediately	
and	truly	possible	alternative	urban	socio-natural	arrangements”	(Swyngedouw	and	Kaika,	2016:	59).		
	
In	light	of	this,	we	contend	that	much	of	the	work	mobilizing	an	ethic	of	care	in	relation	to	urban	
‘nature’	is	primarily	an	exercise	in	philosophical	positioning	enacted	through	a	“lens	of	academic	
reflexivity	and	symbolism”	(Kopnina,	2017:	340)	that	is	deeply	grounded	in	the	status	quo.	It	is	
characterized	by	largely	theoretical	imaginings	designed	to	positively	affect	how	humans	regard,	
approach,	and	feel	about	implicitly	accepted	modes	of	interaction	with	animals	rather	than	
challenge	the	ontological	bases	of	those,	and	other	more	exploitative,	interactions.	The	promotion	
of	greater	regard	and	care	for	those	currently	caught	in	the	realities	of	their	commodified	lives	is	
critically	important.	However,	there	must	at	the	same	time	be	a	concerted	and	ongoing	critique	that	
seeks	to	chip	away,	and	ultimately	dismantle,	the	relations	and	practices	that	are	responsible	for	
these	realities,	and	for	the	realities	of	many	more	animals	to	follow.	
	
To	be	clear,	we	believe	that	supporting	biodiversity	in	cities	is	important,	and	that	efforts	to	foster	
greater	understanding,	respect,	and	care	for	the	(free-living)	‘wild’	and	‘native’	nature	with	which	we	
share	these	spaces	is	a	necessary	part	of	that.	But,	let	us	put	this	into	perspective.	Urban	areas	
comprise	only	1%	of	the	earth’s	habitable	land	area	(Ritchie	and	Roser,	2019)	but	are	responsible	for	
80%	of	the	world’s	use	of	resources	(Swyngedouw	and	Kaika,	2016:	43).	50%	of	the	earth’s	total	
habitable	area	is	allocated	to	agriculture,	and	77%	of	that	to	‘livestock’	(Ritchie	and	Roser,	2019).	As	
of	2016,	forests	occupied	37%,	and	while	some	studies	show	an	increase	in	certain	areas	of	
temperate	forests,	the	greatest	annual	losses,	more	than	5	million	hectares	per	year,	continue	to	be	
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in	tropical	and	natural	forests	which,	Keenan	notes,	“while	covering	only	15%	of	the	global	land	area,	
contain	over	50%	of	land	animals	and	plants”	(Keenan,	2015).	Commodity	production	is	the	primary	
reason	these	forests	are	disappearing	(Curtis	et	al.,	2018),	and	the	‘big	four’	commodities	implicated	
here	are,	in	order	of	scale	and	climate	impacts,	beef,	palm	oil,	soy	(of	which	at	least	70%	is	allocated	
to	feed	‘livestock’	and	‘poultry’	(Potts	et	al.,	2014)),	and	wood	products.	In	contrast,	urbanization	
accounts	for	just	0.6%	of	total	forest	disturbance.	But	the	social	practices	that	characterize	our	
human	settlements,	and	the	demand	for	resources	they	create,	extend	far	beyond	their	
geographical	limits.		
	
As	Swyngedouz	and	Kaika	explain,	“cities	[are]	the	pivotal	sites	for	confronting	the	environmental	
conundrum	that	affects	us	all”	and	yet	“these	urban	origins	are	routinely	ignored	in	urban	theory	
and	practice”	(2016:	43).	Instead,	they	continue,	there	are:	
	
feeble	techno-managerial	attempts	to	produce	more	‘sustainable’	forms	of	urban	living	
(understood	in	terms	of	a	more	benign	socio-ecological	urban	relationship)	[which]	are	
actually	heightening	the	combined	and	uneven	socio-ecological	apocalypse	that	marks	the	
contemporary	dynamics	of	planetary	urbanization.	(43).		
	
Urban	nature	research	and	practice	therefore	needs	to	mobilize	more	critical	articulations	of	non-
human	thinking	in	order	to	address	a	persistent	human-centrism	that	threatens	to	neutralize	
existing	efforts	to	avoid	this	apocalypse.	To	conclude,	and	in	light	of	the	broader	range	of	
‘entanglements’	and	‘natures’	we	have	described	in	this	paper,	we	clarify	what	these	articulations	
need	to	be	mindful	of.	
	
Conclusion:	Centralizing	unseen	animals	
There	seems	a	renewed	sense	of	urgency	for	social	and	political	change	to	match	the	challenges	of	
climate	crises,	with	‘new’	approaches	shot	through	with	a	call	for	change.	Swyngedouw	and	Kaika	
(2016)	and	earlier	Jameson	(2003),	highlight	the	danger	posed	by	prevalent	‘change’	discourses	in	
maintaining	the	very	status	quo	they	claim	to	challenge.	Lockwood	(2019)	similarly	warns	that	the	
pro-environmental	messages	of	New	Nature	texts	are	undermined	by	their	failure	to	create	space	
for	the	majority	of	nonhuman	others.	Ever-increasing	numbers	of	animals	are	being	trapped,	
incarcerated,	traded,	bred,	and	killed,	while	global	environmental	problems	are	worsening	due	in	
large	part	to	the	‘livestock’	industry	and	the	wildlife	trade,	as	documented	by	the	IPCC,	IPBES	and	
others.	Yet,	environmentally	concerned	urban	research	efforts	continue	to	be	directed	
predominantly	at	those	least	instrumentalized	of	animals	–	the	insects,	native	fauna,	even	pests	and	
ferals	–	reinscribing	our	continuing	progress	down	a	trajectory	defined	by	the	“eco-capitalist	order	
and	its	inequities”	(Jameson,	2003:	76).	As	long	as	lines	continue	to	be	drawn	at	certain	kinds	of	
nature	deemed	useful	for	eating,	watching,	testing	on,	and	otherwise	using,	the	advancement	of	a	
broad	ethic	of	care	for	nature	and	multispecies	urban	co-habitants	will	be	perpetually	flawed.	Such	
lines	delineate,	and	reproduce,	“a	compound	differential	of	spatialized	ethical	relations”	(Jones,	
2000:	268)	–	relations	that	are	to	the	ultimate	detriment	of	still	existing	environments,	habitats,	and	
species.		
	
This	failure	to	attend	to	the	widespread,	and	often	mundane,	realities	of	species	inequality	–	to	the	
“massive	scale	of	nonhuman	abuse”	(Kopnina,	2017:	333),	to	the	“animals	victimized	and	imprisoned	
by	anthropocentric	domination”	(Probyn-Rapsey,	2018:	60),	and	the	relations	of	power	and	
colonization	that	are	involved	(Palmer,	2003a)	-	is	being	tackled	by	many	scholars	across	multiple	
disciplines.	But	it	is,	ironically,	within	literature	concerned	with	ecology,	conservation,	the	
environment,	and	with	nonhuman,	multispecies	nature,	especially	in	urban	contexts,	that	this	
species	inequality	seems	most	entrenched	and,	at	the	same	time,	invisible.		
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Returning	to	Lockwood,	he	contends	that	in	failing	to	attend	to	the	off-staged	animals	we	focus	on	in	
this	paper	–	the	abused,	exploited,	eaten	and	tested	upon	-	New	Nature	Writing	“falls	short	of	its	
potential:	to	reveal	the	full	range	of	‘enmeshed	subjections’	and	bodily	entanglements	we	have	with	
a	nonhuman	world”	(2019:	215).	This	holds	true	for	the	literature	examined	here,	both	in	terms	of	
who	is	considered	part	of	the	‘nonhuman	world’	and	the	range	of	entanglements	that	surround	
them.	However,	the	way	the	concept	of	entanglement	is	currently	being	deployed,	from	within	the	
structures	of	species	difference	and	hierarchy	that	define	it,	reflects	a	highly	constrained	
understanding	that	is	neither	critical	of,	nor	reflective	about,	the	normative	relations	that	are	being	
implicitly	reinforced.	Such	an	understanding	permits	the	relationship	between,	for	example,	farmer	
and	“farm	animals”	to	be	conceived	as	one	of	“connectivity	and	mutuality	through	affective	
entanglement”	(Bruckner	et	al.,	2019).18		
	
In	What	Comes	After	Entanglement,	Giraud	begins	by	arguing	for	a	conceptual	reorientation	of	
entanglement	(2019:	2)	and	arrives	at	an	articulation	of	the	term’s	primary	value	as	a	timely	catalyst	
for	a	more	productive	and	politically	engaged	ethics	of	exclusion	(171).	Echoing	Giraud,	we	are	yet	to	
be	convinced	that	the	term	can	be	saved	from	the	clutches	of	a	politically	neutralized	romance	with	
‘nature’.	When	literature	begins	with	a	socially	constrained	view	of	‘nature’	itself,	then	theorisations	
of	entanglement,	and	similarly	of	complexity,	diversity,	hybridity,	mutuality,	and	non-binary	
thinking,	become	equally	compromised.	Responsibility	is	downplayed	or	ignored	and	persistent	
mechanisms	of	power	and	privilege	are	masked,	foreclosing	opportunities	for	structural	change	that	
are	perhaps	controversial	but	urgently	needed.	In	common	with	other	hopeful	terms	like	
multicultural	and	multispecies,	notions	of	entanglement	thus	tend	to	flatten	the	political	terrain	and	
become	emblematic	of	only	particular,	normalized	and	‘tolerated’	relations	(Probyn-Rapsey,	2014:	
13).	Multitudes	are	left	ever	more	deeply	‘othered’	in	the	process.	
	
A	growing	field	of	scholarship	is	demonstrating,	in	different	ways,	the	richness	of	animals’	lives,	and	
just	how	much	damage	decades	of	thinking	has	done	in	insisting	that	only	humans	possess	the	
capacities	to	suffer,	experience	joy	and	grief,	communicate,	empathise,	plan,	be	altruistic,	and	many	
more	(for	example,	Meijer,	2019;	De	Waal,	2016;	Godfrey-Smith,	2016;	Roberts,	2014;	Passarello,	
2017).	It	also	shows	how	often,	and	in	so	many	ways,	animals	communicate	their	feelings,	needs	and	
desires	to	the	humans	around	them,	including	their	desire	to	interact	or	not.	The	time	is	now	long	
overdue	for	these	animals	to	start	being	seen	within	urban	research	efforts	that	claim	to	be	for	
‘nature’	and	all	non-humans.	It	is	care-less	to	imply	that	one	‘nature’	is	more	or	less	than	another,	or	
not	even,	like	the	thousands	of	bovines	that	hurtle	into	the	city	of	Melbourne	every	day	in	two-
storey	trucks.	
		
	
	
	 	
																																								 																				
18	This	represents	a	small	subset	of	the	overall	body	of	literature	on	animal	agriculture	in	which	animals	are	
predominantly	conceived	as	aggregated	‘livestock’	or	‘production	units’	(Arcari	2017).		
	 18	
Acknowledgements			
Thank	you	to	Jane	Daly	for	her	valuable	comments	on	an	earlier	version	of	this	paper.	The	authors	
are	also	very	grateful	to	the	editor	and	three	anonymous	reviewers	for	their	generous	and	
constructive	comments.			
Declaration	of	conflicting	interests			
The	author(s)	declared	no	potential	conflicts	of	interest	with	respect	to	the	research,	authorship,	
and/or	publication	of	this	article.			
Funding			
The	author(s)	disclosed	receipt	of	the	following	financial	support	for	the	research,	authorship,	
and/or	publication	of	this	article:	The	first	author	acknowledges	that	this	work	was	supported	by	a	
research	fellowship	funded	by	the	Leverhulme	Trust	Early	Career	Fellowship	and	Edge	Hill	
University.	   
	 	
	 19	
References	
	
Acampora	R.	(2005)	Zoos	and	Eyes:	Contesting	Captivity	and	Seeking	Successor	Practices.	Society	and	
Animals	13:	69-88.	
Adams	CJ.	(1990)	The	Sexual	Politics	of	Meat:	A	Feminist-Vegetarian	Critical	Theory,	London:	
Bloomsbury.	
Andrewartha	J	and	Bolton	S.	(2020)	Animal	rights	groups’	attempt	to	hijack	climate	movement	
rejected.	Green	Left.	
Anon.	(2019)	Cattle	Ranching	in	the	Amazon	Region.	Global	Forest	Atlas.	
Arcari	P.	(2017)	Normalised,	human-centric	discourses	of	meat	and	animals	in	climate	change,	
sustainability	and	food	security	literature.	Agriculture	and	Human	Values	34:	69-86.	
Arcari	P.	(2019)	Making	Sense	of	‘Food’	Animals:	A	Critical	Exploration	of	the	Persistance	of	‘Meat’,	
Singapore:	Palgrave	Macmillan.	
Barrett	BFD,	Horne	R	and	Fien	J.	(2016)	The	Ethical	City:	A	Rationale	for	an	Urgent	New	Urban	
Agenda.	Sustainability	8:	1197.	
Barua	M.	(2014)	Circulating	elephants:	unpacking	the	geographies	of	a	cosmopolitan	animal.	
Transactions	of	the	Institute	of	British	Geographers	39:	559-573.	
Barua	M	and	Sinha	A.	(2017)	Animating	the	urban:	an	ethological	and	geographical	conversation.	
Social	&	Cultural	Geography	20:	1160-1180.	
Baynes-Rock	M.	(2013)	Life	and	death	in	the	multispecies	commons.	Social	Science	Information	52:	
210-227.	
Bear	C.	(2011)	Being	Angelica?	Exploring	individual	animal	geographies.	Area	43:	297-304.	
Beatley	T.	(2011)	Biophilic	Cities:	Integrating	Nature	into	Urban	Design	and	Planning,	Washington	
DC,	USA:	Island	Press.	
Beatley	T	and	Bekoff	M.	(2013)	City	Planning	and	Animals:	Expanding	Our	Urban	Compassion	
Footprint.	In:	Basta	C	and	Moroni	S	(eds)	Ethics,	Design	and	Planning	of	the	Built	
Enviironment.	Dordrecht,	Heidelberg,	New	York,	London:	Springer,	185-195.	
Beery	TH,	Raymond	CM,	Kytta	M,	et	al.	(2017)	Fostering	incidental	experiences	of	nature	through	
green	infrastructure	planning.	Ambio	46:	717-730.	
Bekessy	SA,	Runge	MC,	Kusmanoff	AM,	et	al.	(2018)	Ask	not	what	nature	can	do	for	you:	A	critique	
of	ecosystem	services	as	a	communication	strategy.	Biological	Conservation	224:	71-74.	
Bergmann	I.	(2019)	He	loves	to	race	–	or	does	he?	Ethics	and	Welfare	in	Racing.	In:	Bornemark	J,	
Andersson	P	and	von	Essen	UE	(eds)	Equine	Cultures	in	Transition:	Ethical	Questions.	
Abingdon,	Oxon:	Routledge,	117-133.	
Blecha	J	and	Davis	A.	(2014)	Distance,	proximity,	and	freedom:	Identifying	conflicting	priorities	
regarding	urban	backyard	livstock	slaughter.	Geoforum	57.	
Boonman-Berson	S,	Turnhout	E	and	Carolan	M.	(2016)	Common	sensing:	Human-blackbear	
cohabitation	practices	in	Colorado.	Geoforum	74:	192-201.	
Boyd	M.	(2015)	A	game	of	horseshoes	for	the	Anthropocene:	the	matter	of	externalities	of	cruelty	to	
the	horseracing	industry.	In:	HARN	(ed)	Animals	in	the	Anthropocene:	Critical	perspectives	on	
non-human	futures.	Sydney:	Sydney	University	Press,	107-134.	
Bruckner	HK,	Colombino	A	and	Ermann	U.	(2019)	Naturecultures	and	the	affective	
(dis)entanglements	of	happy	meat.	Agriculture	and	Human	Values	36:	35-47.	
Buijs	A,	Mattijssen	TJM,	Van	der	Jagt	APN,	et	al.	(2016)	Active	citizenship	for	urban	green	
infrastructure:	fostering	the	diversity	and	dynamics	of	citizen	contributions	through	mosaic	
governance.	Current	Opinion	in	Environmental	Sustainability	22:	1-6.	
Buller	H.	(2013)	Animal	geographies	I.	Progress	in	Human	Geography	38:	308-318.	
Buller	H.	(2014)	Animal	geographies	II.	Progress	in	Human	Geography	39:	374-384.	
Buller	H.	(2016)	Animal	geographies	III.	Progress	in	Human	Geography	40:	422-430.	
Byrne	J.	(2010)	The	human	relationship	with	nature:	Rights	of	animals	and	plants	in	the	urban	
context.	In:	Douglas	I,	Goode	D,	Houck	MC,	et	al.	(eds)	The	Routledge	Handbook	of	Urban	
Ecology.	Abingdon,	Oxon,	UK:	Routledge,	63-73.	
	 20	
Byrne	J	and	Wolch	J.	(2009)	Urban	Habitats/Nature.	In:	Thrift	N	and	Kitchin	R	(eds)	International	
Encyclopedia	of	Urban	Geography	Vol.	12.	Oxford,	UK:	Elsevier,	46-50.	
CBD.	(2012)	Cities	and	Biodiversity	Outlook.	Montreal:	Secretariat	of	the	Convention	on	Biological	
Diversity.	
Chaudhuri	U	and	Zurkow	M.	(2016)	Animalizing	Interlude:	Zoopolis.	In:	Chaudhuri	U	(ed)	The	Stage	
Lives	of	Animals:	Zooesis	and	Performance.	Abingdon,	Oxon,	UK:	Routledge.	
Chesler	C.	(2016)	Medical	Labs	May	Be	Killing	Horseshoe	Crabs.	Scientific	American.	
Collard	R-C.	(2014)	Putting	Animals	Back	Together,	Taking	Commodities	Apart.	Annals	of	the	
Association	of	American	Geographers	104:	151-165.	
Collard	R-C	and	Dempsey	J.	(2013)	Life	for	Sale?	The	Politics	of	Lively	Commodities.	Environment	and	
Planning	A:	Economy	and	Space	45:	2682-2699.	
Connolly	C.	(2016);A	place	for	everything’:	Moral	landscapes	of	‘swiflet	farming’	in	George	Town	
Malaysia.	Geoforum	77:	182-191.	
Cudworth	E	and	Hobden	S.	(2017)	The	Emancipatory	Project	of	Posthumanism,	Abingdon,	Oxon:	
Routledge.	
Curtis	PG,	Slay	CM,	Harris	NL,	et	al.	(2018)	Classifying	drivers	of	global	forest	loss.	Science	361:	1108-
1111.	
Dallimer	M,	Irvine	KN,	Skinner	AMJ,	et	al.	(2012)	Biodiversity	and	the	Feel-Good	Factor:	
Understanding	Associations	between	Self-Reported	Human	Well-being	and	Species	
Richness.	BioScience	62:	47-55.	
Danby	P,	Dashper	K	and	Finkel	R.	(2019)	Multispecies	leisure:	human-animal	interactions	in	leisure	
landscapes.	Leisure	Studies	38:	291-302.	
Dannenberg	AL,	Frumkin	H	and	Jackson	RJ.	(2012)	Making	Healthy	Places:	Designing	and	Building	for	
Health,	Well-being,	and	Sustainability.	Washington	DC,	USA.:	Island	Press.	
De	Waal	F.	(2016)	Are	We	Smart	Enough	To	Know	How	Smart	Animals	Are?,	New	York	and	London:	
W.	W.	Norton	&	Company.	
Desai	S	and	Smith	H.	(2018)	Kinship	across	species:	learning	to	care	for	nonhuman	others.	Feminist	
Review	118:	41-60.	
Diaz	S,	Settele	J	and	Brondizio	E.	(2019)	Summary	for	policymakers	of	the	global	assessment	report	
on	biodiversity	and	ecosystem	services	of	the	Intergovernmental	Science-Policy	Platform	on	
Biodiversity	and	Ecosystem	Services.	Bonn,	Germany:	IPBES	secretariat.	
Duhn	I.	(2017)	Cosmopolitics	of	Place:	Towards	Urban	Multispecies	Living	in	Precarious	Times.	In:	
Malone	K,	Truong	S	and	Gray	T	(eds)	Reimagining	Sustainability	in	Precarious	Times.	
Singapore:	Springer,	45-57.	
Escobar	A.	(2019)	Habitability	and	design:	Radical	interdependence	and	the	re-earthing	of	cities.	
Geoforum	101:	132-140.	
Farrell	C,	Green	A,	Knights	S,	et	al.	(2019)	This	is	Not	A	Drill:	An	Extinction	Relbellion	Handbook,	
London,	UK:	Penguin.	
Filipovic	A.	(2019)	Three	bugs	in	the	city:	urban	ecology	and	multispecies	relationality	in	postsocialist	
Belgrade.	Contemporary	Social	Science	doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2019.1667521.	
Fjalland	ELP	and	Samson	K.	(2019)	Reparative	Practices:	Invitations	from	mundane	urban	ecologies.	
NORDES	-	Who	Cares?:	8th	biannual	Nordic	Design	Research	Society.	Aalto	University,	
Helsinki,	Finland:	Nordic	Design	Research	Conference.	
Fletcher	T	and	Platt	L.	(2016)	(Just)	a	walk	with	the	dog?	Animal	geographies	and	negotiating	walking	
spaces.	Social	&	Cultural	Geography	19:	211-229.	
Flies	EJ,	Skelly	C,	Lovell	R,	et	al.	(2018)	Cities,	biodiversity	and	health:	we	need	healthy	urban	
microbiome	initiatives.	Cities	&	Health	2:	143-150.	
Flint	AP	and	Woolliams	JA.	(2008)	Precision	animal	breeding.	Philos	Trans	R	Soc	Lond	B	Biol	Sci	363:	
573-590.	
Foster	JB.	(1999)	Marx's	Theory	of	Metabolic	Rift:	Classical	Foundations	for	Environmental	Sociology	
American	Journal	of	Sociology	105:	366-405.	
	 21	
Fox	R	and	Gee	NR.	(2017)	Great	expectations:	changing	social,	spatial	and	emotional	understandings	
of	the	companion	animal–human	relationship.	Social	&	Cultural	Geography	20:	43-63.	
Franklin	A.	(2017)	The	more-than-human	city.	The	Sociological	Review	65:	202-217.	
Franklin	A	and	Schuurman	N.	(2017)	Aging	animal	bodies:	horse	retirement	yards	as	relational	
spaces	of	liminality,	dwelling	and	negotiation.	Social	&	Cultural	Geography	20:	918-937.	
Fuller	RA,	Irvine	KN	and	Gaston	KJ.	(2010)	Interactions	between	people	and	nature	in	urban	
environments.	In:	Gaston	KJ	(ed)	Urban	Ecology.	Cambridge,	UK:	Cambridge	University	Press,	
134-171.	
Garlick	B.	(2015)	Not	all	dogs	go	to	heaven,	some	go	to	Battersea:	sharing	suffering	and	the	‘Brown	
Dog	affair’.	Social	&	Cultural	Geography	16:	798-820.	
Gibbs	LM.	(2019)	Animal	geographies	I:	Hearing	the	cry	and	extending	beyond.	Progress	in	Human	
Geography	Online	first.	
Gillespie	K.	(2018)	Placing	Angola:	Racialisation,	Anthropocentrism,	and	Settler	Colonialism	at	the	
Louisiana	State	Penitentiary's	Angola	Rodeo.	Antipode	50:	1267-1289.	
Gillespie	K.	(2019)	For	a	politicized	multispecies	ethnography:	Reflections	on	a	feminist	geographic	
pedagogical	experiment.	Politics	and	Animals	5:	17-32.	
Gillespie	K	and	Collard	R-C.	(2015)	Critical	Animal	Geographies:	Politics,	intersections	and	hierarchies	
in	a	multispecies	world.	Abingdon,	Oxon:	Routledge.	
Ginn	F.	(2014)	Sticky	lives:	slugs,	detachment	and	more-than-human	ethics	in	the	garden.	
Transactions	of	the	Institute	of	British	Geographers	39:	532-544.	
Giraud	EH.	(2019)	What	Comes	After	Entanglement?,	Durham	and	London:	Duke	University	Press.	
Godfrey-Smith	O.	(2016)	Other	Minds:	The	Octopus,	The	Sea,	and	the	Deep	Origins	of	Consciousness,	
New	York:	Farrar,	Straus	and	Giroux.	
Gorman	R.	(2016)	Therapeutic	landscapes	and	non-human	animals:	the	roles	and	contested	
positions	of	animals	within	care	farming	assemblages.	Social	&	Cultural	Geography	18:	315-
335.	
Grusin	R.	(2015)	The	Nonhuman	Turn,	Minneapolis,	MN:	University	of	Minnesota	Press.	
Hamilton	L	and	Taylor	N.	(2017)	Ethnography	afte	Humanism:	Power,	Politcs	and	Method	in	Multi-
Species	Research,	London:	Palgrave	Macmillan.	
Haraway	D.	(2018)	Staying	with	the	trouble	for	multispecies	environmental	justice.	Dialogues	in	
Human	Geography	8:	102-105.	
Haraway	DJ.	(2007)	When	Species	Meet,	Minneapolis,	MN:	University	of	Minnesota	Press.	
Haraway	DJ.	(2016)	Staying	with	the	Trouble:	Making	Kin	in	the	Cthulucene,	Durham,	NC:	Duke	
University	Press.	
Hillier	J.	(2013)	More	than	meat:	rediscovering	the	cow	beneath	the	face	in	urban	heritage	practice.	
Environment	and	Planning	D:	Society	and	Space	31:	863-878.	
Hinchliffe	S,	Kearnes	MB,	Degen	M,	et	al.	(2005)	Urban	Wild	Things:	A	Cosmopolitical	Experiment.	
Environment	and	Planning	D:	Society	and	Space	23:	643-658.	
Hohti	R	and	Tammio	T.	(2019)	The	greenhouse	effect:	Multispecies	childhood	and	non-innocent	
relations	of	care.	Childhood	26:	169-185.	
Holmberg	T.	(2015)	Urban	Animals:	Crowding	in	zoocities,	London	and	New	York:	Routledge.	
Houston	D,	Hillier	J,	MacCallum	D,	et	al.	(2018)	Make	kin,	not	cities!	Multispecies	entanglements	and	
‘becoming	-world’	in	planning	theory.	Planning	Theory	17:	190-212.	
Hovorka	A.	(2008)	Transspecies	urban	theory:	chickens	in	an	African	city.	Cultural	Geographies	15:	
95-117.	
Hovorka	AJ.	(2012)	Women/chicken	vs.	men/cattle:	Insights	on	gender-species	intersectionality.	
Geoforum	43.	
Hovorka	AJ.	(2016)	Animal	geographies	I:	Globalizing	and	decolonizing.	Progress	in	Human	
Geography	41:	382-394.	
Hovorka	AJ.	(2018)	Animal	geographies	II:	Hybridizing.	Progress	in	Human	Geography	42:	453-462.	
Hovorka	AJ.	(2019)	Animal	geographies	III:	Species	relations	of	power.	Progress	in	Human	Geography	
43:	749-757.	
	 22	
Hunold	C.	(2017)	Why	Not	the	City?:	Urban	Hawk	Watching	and	the	End	of	Nature.	Nature	and	
Culture	12:	115-136.	
Instone	L	and	Sweeney	J.	(2014)	Dog	Waste,	Wasted	Dogs:	The	Contribution	of	Human-Dog	
Relations	to	the	Political	Ecology	of	Australian	Urban	Space.	Geographical	Research	52:	355-
364.	
IPCC.	(2014)	Summary	for	Policymakers.	In:	Edenhofer	O,	Pichs-Madruga	R,	Sakona	Y,	et	al.	(eds)	
Climate	Change	2014:	Mitigation	of	Climate	Change.	Contribution	of	Working	Group	III	to	the	
Fifth	Assessment	Report	of	the	Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change.	Cambridge,	UK	
and	New	York,	USA:	Cambridge	University	Press.	
IPCC.	(2018)	Global	Warming	of	1.5°C.	In:	Masson-Delmotte	V,	Zhai	P,	Pörtner	H-O,	et	al.	(eds)	An	
IPCC	Special	Report	on	the	impacts	of	global	warming	of	1.5°C	above	pre-industrial	levels	and	
related	global	greenhouse	gas	emission	pathways,	in	the	context	of	strengthening	the	global	
response	to	the	threat	of	climate	change,	sustainable	development,	and	efforts	to	eradicate	
poverty.	In	Press.	
Jaclin	D.	(2016)	Poached	lives,	traded	forms:	Engaging	with	animal	trafficking	around	the	globe.	
Social	Science	Information	55:	400-425.	
Jameson	F.	(2003)	Future	City.	New	Left	Review	21:	65-79.	
Johnston	C.	(2008)	Beyond	the	clearing:	towards	a	dwelt	animal	geography.	Progress	in	Human	
Geography	32:	633-649.	
Jones	O.	(2000)	(Un)ethical	geographies	of	human—non-human	relations:	Encounters,	collectives	
and	spaces.	Animal	Spaces,	Beastly	Places:	New	Geographies	of	Human-Animal	Relations.	
London:	Routledge,	267-289.	
Keenan	R.	(2015)	Forest	loss	has	halved	in	the	past	30	years,	latest	global	update	shows.	The	
Conversation.	
Kirksey	E,	Munro	P,	van	Dooren	T,	et	al.	(2018)	Feeding	the	flock:	Wild	cockatoos	and	their	Facebook	
friends.	Environment	and	Planning	E:	Nature	and	Space	1:	602-620.	
Kopnina	H.	(2017)	Beyond	multispecies	ethnography:	Engaging	with	violence	and	animal	rights	in	
anthropology.	Crit	Anthropol	37:	333-357.	
Krasny	ME	and	Tidball	KG.	(2012)	Civic	ecology:	a	pathway	for	Earth	Stewardship	in	cities.	Frontiers	
in	Ecology	and	the	Environment	10:	267-273.	
Locke	P	and	Muenster	U.	(2015)	Multispecies	Ethnography.	Oxford	Bibliographies.	
Lockwood	A.	(2019)	H	Is	for	Hypocrite:	Reading	“New	Nature	Writing”	Through	the	Lens	of	Vegan	
Theory.	In:	Wright	L	(ed)	Through	a	Vegan	Studies	Lens:	Textual	ethics	and	lives	activism.	
Reno	and	Las	Vegas:	University	of	Nevada	Press,	205-222.	
Loder	A.	(2014)	‘There's	a	meadow	outside	my	workplace’:	A	phenomenological	exploration	of	
aesthetics	and	green	roofs	in	Chicago	and	Toronto.	Landscape	and	Urban	Planning	126:	94-
106.	
Lorimer	J.	(2015)	Wildlife	in	the	Anthropocene:	Conservation	after	Nature,	Minneapolis,	MN:	
University	of	Minnesota	Press.	
Marchesini	R.	(2016)	Animals	of	the	City.	Angelaki	21:	79-91.	
Margulies	JD	and	Karanth	KK.	(2018)	The	production	of	human-wildlife	conflict:	A	political	animal	
geography	of	encounter.	Geoforum	95:	153-164.	
McKiernan	S	and	Instone	L.	(2016)	From	pest	to	partner:	rethinking	the	Australian	White	Ibis	in	the	
more-than-human	city.	Cultural	Geographies	23:	475-494.	
McManus	P	and	Montoya	D.	(2012)	Toward	new	understandings	of	human–animal	relationships	in	
sport:	a	study	of	Australian	jumps	racing.	Social	&	Cultural	Geography	13:	399-420.	
Meijer	E.	(2019)	Animal	Languages:	The	secret	conversations	of	the	living	world,	London:	John	
Murray.	
Moore	LJ.	(2015)	A	Day	at	the	Beach:	Rising	Sea	Levels,	Horseshoe	Crabs,	and	Traffic	Jams.	Sociology	
49:	886-902.	
Moran	D.	(2015)	Budgie	smuggling	or	doing	bird?	Human-animal	interactions	in	carceral	space:	
prison(er)	animals	as	abject	adn	subject.	Social	&	Cultural	Geography	16:	634-653.	
	 23	
Morin	KM.	(2016)	Carceral	Space:	Prisoners	and	Animals.	Antipode	48:	1317-1336.	
Mowson	L.	(2019)	Speaking	Meat	Project.	
Murphy	P.	(2020)	Why	animal	justice	is	crucial	in	addressing	the	climate	emergency.	
openDemocracy.	
Narayanan	Y.	(2016a)	Animals	and	urban	informality	in	sacred	spaces:	bull-calf	trafficking	in	
Simhachalam	Temple,	Vishakapatnam.	In:	Narayanan	Y	(ed)	Religion	and	urbanism	
reconceptualising	sustainable	cities	for	South	Asia.	Abingdon,	UK:	Routledge,	143-161.	
Narayanan	Y.	(2016b)	Street	dogs	at	the	intersection	of	colonialism	and	informality:	‘Subaltern	
animism’	as	a	posthuman	critique	of	Indian	cities.	Environment	and	Planning	D:	Society	and	
Space	35:	475-494.	
Narayanan	Y.	(2019)	Jugaad	and	informality	as	drivers	of	India's	cow	slaughter	economy.	
Environment	and	Planning	A:	Economy	and	Space	51:	1516-1535.	
Narayanan	Y	and	Bindumadhav	S.	(2019)	‘Posthuman	cosmopolitanism’	for	the	Anthropocene	in	
India:	Urbanism	and	human-snake	relations	in	the	Kali	Yuga.	Geoforum	106:	402-410.	
Neo	H	and	Ngiam	JZ.	(2014)	Contesting	captive	cetaceans:	(il)legal	spaces	and	the	nature	of	dolphins	
in	urban	Singapore.	Social	&	Cultural	Geography	15:	235-254.	
Newman	P	and	Jennings	I.	(2012)	Cities	as	Sustainable	Ecosystems:	Principles	and	Practices,	
Washington	DC,	USA:	Island	Press.	
Nilon	CH,	Aronson	MFJ,	Cilliers	SS,	et	al.	(2017)	Planning	for	the	Future	of	Urban	Biodiversity:	A	
Global	Review	of	City	Scale	Initiatives.	BioScience	67:	332-342.	
O’Brien	N.	(2016)	More	than	one	million	animals	used	for	experiments	in	Queensland	each	year.	The	
Age.	
O’Sullivan	S.	(2011)	Animals,	Equality	and	Democracy,	Basingstoke,	UK:	Palgrave	Macmillan.	
Owens	M	and	Wolch	J.	(2017)	Lively	Cities:	People,	Animals,	and	Urban	Ecosystems.	In:	Kalof	L	(ed)	
The	Oxford	Handbook	of	Animal	Studies.	New	York:	Oxford	University	Press,	542-570.	
Pachirat	T.	(2011)	Every	Twelve	Seconds:	Industrialized	Slaughter	and	the	Politics	of	Sight,	New	
Haven,	CT:	Yale	University	Press.	
Palmer	C.	(2003a)	Colonization,	urbanization,	and	animals.	Philosophy	&	Geography	6:	47-58.	
Palmer	C.	(2003b)	Placing	Animals	in	Urban	Enviromental	Ethics.	Journal	of	Social	Philosophy	34:	64-
78.	
Panelli	R.	(2010)	More-than-human	social	geographies:	posthuman	and	other	possibilities.	Progress	
in	Human	Geography	34:	79-87.	
Passarello	E.	(2017)	Animals	Strike	Curious	Poses,	Louisville,	Ky:	Sarabande	Books.	
Phillips	C.	(2019)	Telling	times:	More-than-human	temporalities	in	beekeeping.	Geoforum	108:	315-
324.	
Philo	C.	(1995)	Animals,	Geography,	and	the	City:	Notes	on	Inclusions	and	Exclusions	Environment	
and	Planning	D:	Society	and	Space	13:	655-681.	
Philo	C.	(2017)	Less-than-human	geographies.	Political	Geography	60:	256-258.	
Philo	C	and	MacLachlan	I.	(2019)	The	strange	case	of	the	missing	slaughterhouse	geographies.	In:	
Wilcox	S	and	Rutherford	S	(eds)	Historical	Animal	Geographies.	Abingdon,	Oxon,	UK:	
Routledge,	86-106.	
Pinho	P,	Moretti	M,	Luz	AC,	et	al.	(2017)	Biodiversity	as	Support	for	Ecosystem	Services	and	Human	
Wellbeing.	In:	David	P,	Calfapietra	C,	Samson	R,	et	al.	(eds)	The	Urban	Forest.	Cham,	
Switzerland:	Springer,	67-78.	
Pitt	H.	(2018)	Questioning	care	cultivated	through	connecting	with	more-than-human	communities.	
Social	&	Cultural	Geography	19:	253-274.	
Potts	A.	(2016)	Meat	Culture,	Leiden,	Netherlands:	Brill.	
Potts	J,	Lynch	M,	Wilings	A,	et	al.	(2014)	The	State	of	Sustainability	Initiatives	Review	2014:	
Standards	and	the	Green	Economy,	Manitoba,	Canada:	International	Institute	for	Sustainable	
Development.	
Power	ER.	(2009)	Domestic	temporality:	Nature	times	in	the	house-as-home.	Geoforum	40.	
	 24	
Probyn-Rapsey	F.	(2013)	Nothing	to	See,	Something	to	See:	The	white	animals	and	exceptional	
death.	In:	Johnston	J	and	Probyn-Rapsey	F	(eds)	Animal	Death.	Sydney,	Australia:	Sydney	
University	Press,	239-252.	
Probyn-Rapsey	F.	(2014)	Review	Article:	Multispecies	Mourning:	Thom	van	Dooren's	Flight	Ways:	
Life	and	Loss	at	the	Edge	of	Extinction	by		Thom	van	Dooren.	Animal	Studies	Journal	3:	4-16.	
Probyn-Rapsey	F.	(2018)	Anthropocentrism.	In:	Gruen	L	(ed)	Critical	Terms	for	Animal	Studies.	
Chicago,	IL:	The	University	of	Chicago	Press,	47-63.	
Rebellion	A.	(2019)	Animal	Rebellion’s	strategy	to	ensure	climate	and	animal	justice	is	at	the	
forefront	of	a	sustainable	world.	Medium.	
Rigby	K.	(2018)	Feathering	the	Multispecies	Nest:	Green	Cities,	Convivial	Spaces.	RCC	Perspectives	1:	
73-80.	
Ritchie	H	and	Roser	M.	(2019)	Land	Use.	Our	World	in	Data.	
Ritvo	H.	(2007)	On	the	Animal	Turn.	Daedalus	136:	118-122.	
Roberts	A.	(2014)	Bete,	London:	Hachette.	
Rutherford	S.	(2018)	The	Anthropocene’s	animal?	Coywolves	as	feral	cotravelers.	Environment	and	
Planning	E:	Nature	and	Space	1:	206-223.	
Schulz	KA.	(2017)	Decolonizing	political	ecology:	ontology,	technology	and	‘critical’	enchantment.	
Journal	of	Political	Ecology	24:	125-143.	
Schuurman	N.	(2019)	Encounters	with	a	canine	other:	performing	domestication	in	transnational	
animal	rescue	and	rehoming.	Social	&	Cultural	Geography	Online	first.	
Schwartz	MW,	Hellmann	JJ,	McLachlan	JM,	et	al.	(2012)	Managed	Reolocation:	Integrating	the	
Scientific,	Regulatory,	and	Ethical	Challenges.	BioScience	62:	732-743.	
Seymour	M	and	Wolch	J.	(2009)	Toward	zoöpolis?	Innovation	and	contradiction	in	a	conservation	
community.	Journal	of	Urbanism:	International	Research	on	Placemaking	and	Urban	
Sustainability	2:	215-236.	
Shaw	DB.	(2017)	Posthuman	Urbanism:	Mapping	Bodies	in	Comtemporary	City	Space,	London:	
Rowman	&	Littlefield	International.	
Shillington	LJ	and	Murnaghan	MF.	(2016)	Urban	Political	Ecologies	and	Children’s	Geographies:	
Queering	Urban	Ecologies	of	Childhood.	International	Journal	of	Urban	and	Regional	
Research	40:	1017-1035.	
Singer	H.	(2019)	This	Is	The	Fleischgeist?	The	Lifted	Brow	41:	5-7.	
Srinivasan	K.	(2013)	The	biopolitics	of	animal	being	and	welfare	:	dog	control	and	care	in	the	UK	and	
India.	Transactions	of	the	Institute	of	British	Geographers	38:	106-119.	
Srinivasan	K.	(2016)	Towards	a	political	animal	geography?	Political	Geography	50:	76-78.	
Steele	W,	Wiesel	I	and	Maller	C.	(2019)	More-than-human	cities:	Where	the	wild	things	are.	
Geoforum	106:	411-415.	
Steinfeld	H,	Gerber	P,	Wassenaar	T,	et	al.	(2006)	Livestock’s	long	shadow.	Rome,	Italy:	Food	and	
Agricultural	Organisation	of	the	United	Nations	(FAO).	
Swann-Quinn	J.	(2019)	More-than-human	government	and	the	Tbilisi	zoo	flood.	Geoforum	102:	167-
181.	
Swanson	HA.	(2015)	Shadow	ecologies	of	conservation:	Co-production	of	salmon	landscapes	in	
Hokkaiso	Japan,	and	southern	Chile.	Geoforum	61.	
Swyngedouw	E	and	Ernstson	H.	(2018)	Interrupting	the	Anthropo-obScene:	Immuno-biopolitics	and	
Depoliticizing	Ontologies	in	the	Anthropocene.	Theory,	Culture	&	Society	35:	3-30.	
Swyngedouw	E	and	Kaika	M.	(2016)	Re-naturing	cities:	great	promises,	deadlock	.	.	.	and	new	
beginnings?*.	In:	Archer	K	and	Bezdecny	K	(eds)	Handbook	of	Cities	and	the	Environment.	
Cheltenham,	UK:	Edward	Elgar,	42-64.	
Taylor	CS	and	Carter	J.	(2018)	Care	in	the	contested	geographies	of	Dolphin-Assisted	Therapy.	Social	
&	Cultural	Geography:	1-22.	
Taylor	L	and	Hochuli	DF.	(2014)	Creating	better	cities:	how	biodiversity	and	ecosystem	functioning	
enhance	urban	residents’	wellbeing.	Urban	Ecosystems	18:	747-762.	
	 25	
Taylor	N	and	Twine	R.	(2014)	The	Rise	of	Critical	Animal	Studies:	From	the	Margins	to	the	Centre.	
Abingdon,	Oxon:	Routledge.	
Tornaghi	C.	(2014)	Critical	geography	of	urban	agriculture.	Progress	in	Human	Geography	38:	551-
567.	
Twine	R.	(2010)	Animals	as	Biotechnology:	Ethics,	Sustainability	and	Critical	Animal	Studies,	London:	
Earthscan.	
Twine	R.	(2014)	Review:	Defining	Critical	Animal	Studies	-	An	Intersectional	Social	Justice	Approach	
for	Liberation,	Anthony	J.	Nocella	II,	John	Sorenson,	Kim	Socha	and	Atsuko	Matsuoka	(eds).	
Animal	Studies	Journal	3:	30-35.	
Urbanik	J.	(2012)	Placing	Animals:	An	Introduction	to	the	Geography	of	Human-Animal	Relations,	
Plymouth,	UK:	Rowman	&	Littlefield	Publishers.	
van	Dooren	T,	Kirksey	E	and	Münster	U.	(2016)	Multispecies	Studies:	Cultivating	Arts	of	
Attentiveness.	Environmental	Humanities	8:	1-23.	
van	Dooren	T	and	Rose	DB.	(2012)	Storied-places	in	a	multispecies	city.	HUMaNIMALIA	3:	1-27.	
Van	Patter	LE	and	Hovorka	AJ.	(2017)	‘Of	place’	or	‘of	people’:	exploring	the	animal	spaces	and	
beastly	places	of	feral	cats	in	southern	Ontario.	Social	&	Cultural	Geography	19:	275-295.	
Vialles	N.	(1994)	Animal	to	Edible,	Cambridge,	UK:	Cambridge	University	Press.	
Wadiwel	D.	(2018)	Chicken	Harvesting	Machine:	Animal	Labor,	Resistance,	and	the	Time	of	
Production.	South	Atlantic	Quarterly	117:	527-549.	
Waitt	G.	(2014)	Embodied	geographies	of	kangaroo	meat.	Social	&	Cultural	Geography	15:	406-426.	
Williams	M.	(2018)	Cities	of	care:	Institute	of	Australian	Geographers	Urban	Theory	Symposium	
2018.	Macquarie	University	Blog.	
Williams	NSG,	Lundholm	J,	Scott	MacIvor	J,	et	al.	(2014)	FORUM:	Do	green	roofs	help	urban	
biodiversity	conservation?	Journal	of	Applied	Ecology	51:	1643-1649.	
Wood	E,	Harsant	A,	Dallimer	M,	et	al.	(2018)	Not	All	Green	Space	Is	Created	Equal:	Biodiveristy	
Predicts	Psychological	Restorative	Benefits	From	Urban	Green	Space.	Frontiers	in	Psychology	
9:	2320.	
Wright	L.	(2015)	The	Vegan	Project:	Food,	Animals,	and	Gender	in	the	Age	of	Terror,	Athens,	GA:	
University	of	Georgia	Press.	
Yates	R.	(2009)	Rituals	of	Dominionism	in	Human-Nonhuman	Relations:	Bullfighting	to	Hunting,	
Circuses	to	Petting.	Journal	for	Critical	Animal	Studies	7:	132-171.	
Yeo	J-H	and	Neo	H.	(2010)	Monkey	business:	human–animal	conflicts	in	urban	Singapore.	Social	&	
Cultural	Geography	11:	681-699.	
	
	
